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finance medical care to the citizens of the
United States; to the Committee on Inter-
state and Foreign Commerce.

1202. By the SPEAKER: Petition request-
ing that the Eighty-first Congress remain in
gession until a long-range farm program em-
bodying the principles of the Brannan bill
be enacted into law and that the Hope-Aiken
law be repealed; to the Committee on Agri-
culture,

1203. Also, petition of District of Colum-
bia Federation of Women’'s Clubs, Washing-
ton, D, C., relative to the longshoremen’s
strike in Hawall, and asking that, if existing
law proves Inadequate in thls crisis, Con-
gress pass suitable legislation to remedy this
situation; to the Committee on Education
and Labor.

1204. Also, petition of H. A. Butts and oth-
ers, San Jose, Calif., requesting passage of
H. R. 2136 and 2136, known as the Town-
send plan; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

1205. Also, petition of E. E. Proud and oth-
ers, La Habra, Calif., requesting passage of
H. R. 2135 and 2136, known as the Town-
send plan; to the Committee oOn Ways and
Means.

1206. Also, petition of Fannie L. Judy and
others, San Diego, Calif., requesting passage
of H. R. 21356 and 2136, known as the Town-
send plan; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

1207. Also, petition of David Nordenmah
and others, Chicago, Ill., requesting pas-
sage of H. R. 21356 and 2136, known as the
Townsend plan; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

1208, Also, petition of E. B. Gruver and
others, Milton, Pa., requesting passage of
H. R. 2135 and 2136, known as the Townsend
plan; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

1209, Also, petition of W. A. Schaeffer and
others, Pittsburgh, Pa., requesting passage of
H. R. 2135 and 2136, known as the Town-
send plan; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

1210. By Mr. LeCOMPTE: Petition of
Charles K. Cain, druggist, and other citi-
zens of Deep River, Iowa, urging the repeal
of the 20-percent excise tax on all toilet
poods; to the Committee on Ways and Means,

1211. By Mr. SMITH of Wisconsin: Petition
of residents in Monticello, Wis., requesting
that financial rellef be given growers of An-
gora rabbit wool and that favorable action
be taken on the bill H. R. 4549 at this ses-
sion; to the Committee on Agriculture.

SENATE
THURSDAY, J UNE 30, 1949

(Legislative day of Thursday, June 2,
1949)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Our Father God, as another morning
climbs to noon, ascending the hill of the
Lord, may we breathe the purer air above
the dusty plains of the trivial and the
temporary, here finding an altar of par-
don and peace. May the memory of Thy
past mercies mingle like sweet incense
with a strengthening assurance of Thy
present nearness which no malignancy
nor cruel violence of man’s devising can
snatch from those whose minds are
stayed on Thee. We pause now for Thy
benediction before turning to waiting
tasks, grateful for a great heritage worth
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living and dying for and for a deathless
cause that no weapon that has been
formed can defeat. In Thy might lift up
our hearts and make us strong. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr, Lucas, and by unan-
imous consent, the reading of the Journal
of the proceedings of Wednesday, June
20, 1949, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his
secretaries, and he announced that on
June 29, 1949, the President had approved
and signed the following acts:

5.257. An act to amend the Interstate
Commerce Act, as amended, so as to provide
limitations on the time within which actions
may be brought for the recovery of under-
charges and overcharges by or against com-
mon carriers by motor vehicles, common car-
rlers by water, and freight forwarders;

8.1089. An act to amend sectlion 8c of the
Agricultural Adjustment Act, relating to
marketing agreements and orders, to author-
ize the Secretary of Agriculture to issue or-
ders under such section with respect to
filberts and almonds; and

5.1794. An act to repeal certain obsolete
provisions of law relating to the mnaval
service,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the House
had passed the bill (S. 1070) to establish
a national housing objective and the
policy to be followed in the attainment
thereof, to provide Federal aid to assist
slum-clearance projects and low-rent
public housing projects initiated by local
agencies, to provide for financial assist-
ance by the Secretary of Agriculture for
farm housing, and for other purposes,
with an amendment, in which it request-
ed the concurrence of the Senate.

The message also announced that the
House had severally agreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the following bills
of the House:

H.R.3088. An act to increase the compen-
sation of certain employees of the municipal
government of the District of Columbia, and
for other purposes; and

H.R.3549. An act to permit the Comptrol-
ler General to pay claims chargeable against
lapsed appropriations and to provide for the
return of unexpended balances of such ap-
propriations to the surplus fund.

The message further announced that
the House had agreed to the report of
the committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate numbered 5,
6, and 7 to the bill (H. R. 3083) making
appropriations for the Treasury and Post
Office Departments and funds available
for the Export-Import Bank and the Re-
construction Finance Corporation, for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, and
“or other purposes.

The message also announced that the
House had passed a joint resolution (H.
J. Res. 284) making temporary appro-
priations for the fiscal year 1950, and
for other purposes, in which it requested
the concurrence of the Senate.
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ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bills, and they
were signed by the Vice President:

H.R.834. An act to amend the Contract
Settlement Act of 1944 so as to authorize
the payment of fair compensation to persons
contracting to deliver certain strategic or
critical minerals or metals in cases of fail-
ure to recover reasonable costs, and for other
purposes;

H.R.8088. An act to increase the compen-
sation of certain employees of the munici-
pal government of the District of Colum-
bia, and for other purposes;

H.R.3549. An act to permit the Comp-
troller General to pay clalms chargeable
against lapsed appropriations and to provide
for the return of unexpended balances of
such appropriations to the surplus fund;
and

H.R.5044. An act to continue for a tem-
porary period certaln powers, authority, and
discretion in respect to tin and tin products
conferred upon the President by the Second
Decontrol Act of 1947, and for other pur-
poses.

ENROLLED BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION
BIGNED DURING RECESS

Under authority of the order of the
Senate of the 29th instant,

The VICE PRESIDENT announced
that on June 29, 1949, he signed the fol-
lowing enrolled bill and joint resolution,
which had previously been signed by the
Speaker of the House of Representa=-
tives:

H. R.4754. An act to simplify the procure=-
ment, utilization, and disposal of Govern-
ment property, to reorganize certain agen-
cies of the Government, and for other pur-
poses; and

H.J. Res. 240. Joint resolution authorizing
the erection in the District of Columbia of
a statue of Simon Bolivar.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. LUCAS. I suggest the absence of
& guorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Alken Hoey Millikin
Anderson Holland Morse
Baldwin Humphrey Mundt
Brewster Hunt Murray
Bricker Ives Myers
Butler Jenner Neely
B Johnson, Colo, O'Conor
Cain Johnson, Tex. Pepper
Capehart Johnston, 8. C. Reed
Chapman Eefauver Robertson
Chavez Kem Russell
Connally Eerr Saltonstall
Donnell Ellgore
Douglas Knowland Smith, Maine -
Downey Langer Stennis
Eastland Lodge
Ecton Long Thomas, Okla.
Ferguson Lucas Thomas, Utah
Flanders MeCarran Thye
Frear McClellan Tobey
George McFarland Tydings
Gillette McGrath Vandenberg
Graham McEellar Watkins
Green McMahon ‘Wherry
Gurney Magnuson Wiley
Hayden Malone Willlams
Hendrickson  Martin Withers
Hickenlooper Maybank Young

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the

Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLENDER]
is absent by leave of the Senate on of-
ficial business, having been appointed an
adviser to the delegation of the United
States of America, to the Second World
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Health Organization Assembly meeting
at Rome, Italy.

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. FuL-
BRIGHT], the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Hiirl, the Senators from Idaho [Mr.
Mirter and Mr. TavLorl, the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. O’'MaHONEY], and
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK-
MaN] are detained on official business in
meetings of committees of the Senate.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. Mc-
CArTHY] and the Senator from New Jer-
sey [Mr. SmiTH] are detained on official
business.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bripces] and the Senator from
Oregon [Mr., CorpoN] are detained at a
meeting of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present.

NATIONAL LAEOR RELATIONS ACT OF 1949

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S, 249) to dimpinish the causes
of labor disputes burdening or obstruct-
ing interstate and foreign commerce, and
for other purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
of the Senator from Connecticut [Mr,
Barpwin] to the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] in the nature
of a substitute for titles I, II, and IV of
the so-called Thomas substitute for
Senate bill 249.

From now until 2 o'clock the time is
divided equally between the Senator from
Ohio and the Senator from Utah.

As many as favor the amendment of
the Senator from Connecticut will say
“aye."

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President——

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The VICE FRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. TAPT. Mr. President, in view of
the fact that the substitute proposed for
the Thomas bill, is to be voted on at 2
o'clock, does not the unanimous-consent
agreement with respect thereto prevent
a vote being taken at the present mo-
ment on the amendment of the Senator
from Connecticut, which is an amend-
ment to the substitute?

The VICE PRESIDENT. If either Sen-
ator in charge of the time until 2 o’clock
wants to yield time to the Senator from
Connecticut or to any other Senator he
can do so. The order entered into is that
the Senate shall vote not later than 2
o'clock on the so-called Taft substitute.
It would not be in order to vote on the
amendment of the Senator from Con-
necticut unless either the Senator from
Utah or the Senator from Ohio yields
time for the vote.

Mr. TAFT. My understanding of the
unanimous-consent agreement is that the
Senate cannot vote before 2 o'clock on
the substitute or any amendment there-
to.

The VICE PRESIDENT., The unani-
mous-consent order, as the Senator will
see by consulting the slip on which it is
printed, which probably is on his desk,
provides that the Senate shall vote not
later than 2 o'clock; but the Senator from
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Connecticut cannot discuss his own
amendment unless either the Senator
from Ohio or the Senator from Utah
yield time to him.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I would be
perfectly willing to have the Senator
from Connecticut begin the debate on his
amendment, if he wishes to do so. I shall
be glad to yield him 10 minutes for that
purpose. Since it is the first to be voted
on it will not be covered by the 10-min-
ute period referred to in the unanimous-
consent agreement.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Ohio yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. TAFT. I yield 10 minutes to the
Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Ohio yield for that pur-
pose? The Senator from Ohio controls
the time.

Mr. TAFT. Yes; I yield for that pur-
pose.

_~Mr. LODGE. I should like to ask
whether, after the amendment of the
Senator from Connecticut has been dis-
posed of, there will then be an opportu-
nity to discuss the Taft proposal?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Massachusetts can have time
yielded to him by either the Senator from
Ohio or the Senator from Utah in order
to discuss the substitute.

Mr. TAFT. 1 yield 10 minutes to the
Senator from Connecticut. I will then
yield 10 minutes to myself to reply to the
Senator from Connecticut.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, yester-
day the junior Senator from Connecti-
cut submitted an amendment, for him-
self, the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. SavToNsTALL] and the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. FLanpErs]. The Senator
from Connecticut desires to offer a modi-
fication of that amendment at this time
on behalf of himself, the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. SavToystALL]l, and
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. Fran-
DERS], and asks that the clerk state it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment, as modified, will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 12,
line 25, of the so-called Taft substitute,
after the words “United States” and
before the comma, it is proposed to insert
“or in the law of any State.”

On page 41, beginning on line 18, it is
proposed to strike out section (b) down
to and including line 20.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, the
purpose of this amendment is to make the
law with reference to union shops uni-
form throughout the entire United
States. On page 12 of the so-called Taft
amendment begins the description of
what constitutes a union shop. At the
bottom of page 12 there is this language,
in line 24:

Provided, That nothing in this act, or in
any other statute of the United States, shall
preclude an employer—

Then it goes on to describe what con-
stitutes a union shop. This amendment
would add, after the words “United
States” the words “or in the law of any
State.”
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The amendment further would strike
out, on page 41, the following language:

(b) Nothing in this act shall be construed
as authorizing the execution or application of
agreements requiring membership in a labor
organization as a condition of employment in
any State or Territory in which such execu-
tion or application is prohibited by State or
Territorial law.

It seems to the junior Senator from
Connecticut that if we are to have leg-
islation concerning the so-called union
shop, such legislation should be uniform
throughout the United States. Some
States have adopted more stringent regu-
lations against the closed shop and
against the union shop than obtain in
some other States. Since this act
naturally pertains only to goods that pass
in interstate commerce, and since it can
only pertain to that subject, under the
Federal law, the purpose of this amend-
ment is to make the provision concerning
the union shop uniform throughout the
United States. That is its sole purpose.
~In the Thomas bill there is a provision
which outlaws State restrictions against
the closed shop. I will say quite frankly
that this amendment does not go guite
so far as the provision in the Thomas hill
goes, but it does have the effect of pre-
serving the benefits to labor which it can
get from a union shop. It preserves
those benefits throughout the country
and makes them uniform. It seems to
me that if we are to adopt any regula-
tions or provisions with reference to
union shops—and the so-called Taft
amendment goes into considerable de-
tail concerning them—such regulations
should apply equally throughout the
United States. I urge the approval of
this amendment to the so-called Taft
amendment.

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Mr.
dent——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Connecticut has used only 5 min-
utes of his time,

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, does the
Senator from Massachusetts wish to
speak on the amendment?

Mr. SALTONSTALL. Ido.

Mr. TAFT. I yield 2 minutes to the
Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. SALTONSTALL., Mr. President, I
have joined with the junior Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Barpwin] in offering
this amendment because I felt that it
was fair.

. At the present time in interstate com-
merce we prohibit tariff barriers between
the States. We do that in order to per-
mit free intercourse in trade. If the
National Government establishes certain
standards of employment for interstate
trade, it seems to me that those standards
should apply to all States equally. Iam
a sincere believer in States’ rights. I
believe that everything possible should he
left to the jurisdiction of the State; but
in this instance the National Govern-
ment has taken jurisdiction over cer-
tain establishments in interstate trade.
Therefore I believe that the regulations
should be uniform for all the States,
regardless of where they may be situated
in the continental United States. For
that reason I joined in offering this

Presi-



8694

amendment to the Taft-Smith-Donnell
substitute.

The VICE PRESIDENT, The time of
the Senator has expired.

Mr. TAFT, Mr. President, I rise to
speak briefly in opposition to the pend-
ing amendment. The amendment would
strike out the following language in the
Taft amendment:

(b) Nothing in this act shall be construed
as authorizing the execution or application
of agreements requiring membership in a
labor organization as a condition of employ-
ment in any State or Territory in which such
execution or application 1s prohibited by
State or Territorial law.

A number of States have enacted laws
imposing a somewhat more stringent re-
striction on closed shops, union shops,
and maintenance of membership. In
addition, various States have adopted
constitutional amendments.

If we could say that interstate com-
merce is one thing, there might be some
reason for outlawing those State laws.
The Thomas bill proposes absolutely to
nullify all such State laws and constitu-
tions, The Thomas bill says:

But nothing in this act or in any statute
of the United States or in any State law
shall preclude an employer engaged in com-
merce from requiring as’'a condition of em-
ployment membership therein.

In other words, the Thomas bill ex-
pressly outlaws State laws which prohibit
closed shops. Our proposal in effect
validates them. Under the Wagner Act,
in which nothing was said on the sub-
ject, the Supreme Court of the United
States has held that State laws are effec-
tive, in spite of the fact that Congress
has dealt with the subject.

The truth is that in the whole field of
interstate commerce, far back toward
the production end, the courts have gone
very far in saying that the Federal Gov-
ernment can take charge of that subject,
almost back to the work of the farmer
himself, back to the original producer.
That question is in constant dispute,
both in connection with the Taft-Hart-
ley law and the wage-hour law. I be-
lieve very strongly that it is a field in
which both the Federal Government and
the States should be allowed to operate.
If the Federal Government actually takes
charge, probably the Federal law will
govern. But where it does not do so,
under our proposal we permit the Board
to cede jurisdiction in minor cases to
the State Board, where the State has
a labor law, even though the State labor
law is somewhat different.

If the Federal Government is to take
complete charge, we shall find every lit-
tle strilie of every kind thrown into the
lap of the Federal Government. So we
have left a large part of this field to the
States, and the Supreme Court has rec-
ognized the propriety of doing so, in
spite of the fact that the Wagner Act
took jurisdiction of the general field of
labor-management relations in all faec-
tories. Nevertheless, the Supreme Court
said that a State law dealing with that
subject, in the absence of any specific
Federal interference, was perfectly valid
in setting up its own prohibition of a
closed shop.

So it seems to me that we should not
try to impose an absolutely uniform rule
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and nullify the action taken by so many
States. Therefore I think the pending
amendment should be defeated.

I yield 10 minutes to the Senator from
Florida [Mr. Horranpl on the same
subject.

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I de-
sire to speak in opposition to the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Con-
necticut and other Senators, which, if
adopted, would not merely return to the
provisions of the Wagner Act in this par-
ticular field, but would go far beyond
those provisions.

Under the Wagner Act the States were
permitted to do what in their sovereign
judgment was necessary to deal with the
question of the closed shop. Under that
permissive authority given by the silence
of the Wagner Act, 17 or 18 States have
adopted either constitutional provisions
or statutory provisions which in effect
ban the closed shop. One of those States
is my State of Florida; and it has done
s0 in the following words which I quote
from section 12 of the State constitution:

The right of persons to work shall not be
denied or abridged on account of membership
or nonmembership in any labor union, or
labor organization: Provided, That this clause
shall not be construed to deny or abridge
the right of employees, by and through a
labor organization or a labor union, to bar-
gain collectively with their employer.

There was never a fairer provision than
that, which specifically protects the right
of those in labor unions to bargain col-
lectively, and protects employees against
discrimination because of union member-
ship or nonmembership. It cuts com-
pletely evenly between those who are in
union organizations and those who are
not.

Not only has my State taken such ac-
tion but so have 17 others. In one of the
decisions the number is mentioned as 17
States in all, whereas, according to the
list handed me this morning, taken from
the hearings, there are 18 States in all
in that category. I do not pretend to
know which figure is correct.

I do know that what is proposed by
the Senator from Connecticut and his
colleagues is to take away from the
States—17 or 18 of them—what they have
done under the expression of their sov-
ereign will and the will of their people
in this field. Furthermore, it would de-
stroy the salutary effect of the approv-
ing decisions of the United States Su-
preme Court in three cases which it has
decided, as to the States of North Caro-
lina, Nebraska, and Arizona.

It is likewise proposed to take away
the affirmative action taken under the
Taft-Hartley Act in 1947 when affirma-
tively the Congress said that such actions
by the several sovereign States should
be recognized, and for that purpose
should become a part of the Federal law.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HOLLAND. I am sorry that be-
cause of the limitation of time I can-
not yield.

- 8o, Mr. President, let 1. v one think that
by any manner of means it is here sought
simply to return to the provisions of the
Wagner Act, because that is not the case.

Although my time is limited, I must

take time to refer to what happened in
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Arizona, where an amendment was
adopted by the people of the State when
voting in 1946, banning the closed shop,
and later, in 1948, in the election when
President Truman was a candidate, the
question came up again in a referendum
directed at a law which would enforce
the provisions of the constitutional
amendment. I am glad to say that in
that election, in which President Tru-
man carried the State by a large margin,
the State by a large margin reaffirmed
its decision and continued its ban on the
closed shop and approved the law under
which the anti-closed-shop amendment
was to be enforced and did so notwith-
standing the fact that there were in-
Junctive provisions in that law.

One of the most bitter attacks—as set
forth by the campaign advertisements
shown in the committee report—was
made against the continuation of that
policy; but despite that attack, the peo-
Dl(-'!; of Arizona reaffirmed it by a heavy
vote.

Mr. President; it seems to me that we
of the States who have taken that posi-
tion are being asked to abjectly give
up the action of our sovereign States
and to take a position that our States
know nothing and that the people of
our States know nothing about this im-
portant matter in their particular field.
I call attention to the fact that neither
the same industries nor the same situa-
tions prevail in all the States of the
Union, and certainly the people of each
sovereign State have a stake themselves,
and have determined that stake to their
own satisfaction, in the matter of
whether or not in their wisdom it is
proper to ban the closed shop. I call
attention to the fact that in passing
upon these matters, the Supreme Court
of the United States has in its own lan-
guage upheld the fairness of this ap-
proach of the States, and I shall quote
briefly from the opinion in the cases of
North Carolina and Nebraska, as fol-
lows:

Under this constitutional doctrine the due
process clause Is no longer to be so broadly
construed that the Congress and State leg-
islatures are put in a strait-jacket when they
attempt to suppress business and industrial
conditions which they regard as offensive
to the public welfare.

Appellants now ask us to return, at least
in part, to the due process philosophy that
has been deliberately discarded. Claiming
that the Federal Constitution itself affords
protectlon for union members agsinst dis-
crimination, they nevertheless assert that
the same Constitution forbids a State from
providing the same protection for non-
union members. Just as we have held that
the due-process clause erects no obstacle to
block legislative protection of union mem-
bers, we now hold that legislative protection
can be afforded to norrunion members.

Mr. President, in that unanimous deci-
sion of all nine members of the Supreme
Court there is set forth a very sound
American docirine and philosophy.
There could not be set forth a more
sound American philosophy—that it is
fair to use a two-edged sword by which
both union and nonunion members are
given the same protection against iden-
tical discrimination, and the Court has
held that this is exactly what has been
done under the statute in North Carolina
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and under the constitutional provision
in Nebraska.

I am now told by the counsel for the
committee that 18 States, rather than 17,
have acted in this matter. I am glad to
have that definite statement placed in
the RECORD.

Mr. President, 18 sovereign States have
acted in this matter and have determined
that in the wisdom and judgment of their
people, under the peculiar conditions ap-
plying in industry and in labor in those
States, it is sound to give equal protec-
tion as against discrimination, both to
the union members in the State and to
the nonunion workers. I call attention
to the fact that we are not talking just
about interstate or intrastate conditions,
but we are talking about conditions of
employment within the jurisdiction of a
particular State, under which people live,
under which they move and have their
being, under which they have all their
daily relationships. Mr. President, it
seems to me it is sound democracy to say
and to hold and to continue to hold, as
our Supreme Court already has, that the
States do have a stake here, and, having
acted under that stake, should be pro-
tected, because it is not solely a question
of in what commerce the goods manufac-
tured should go; but it is a question, sub-
mitted to the wisdom and judgment of
the people of the several States, as to
whether or not, under conditions that
obtain there and in the industries they
have and under the very conditions they
have seen and observed, it is wise to give
equal two-edged protection against dis-
crimination both to those who are within
unions and to those who for reasons suf-
ficient unto themselves have stayed out
of membership in unions.

Mor. President, I sincerely hope that the
18 States who have taken this action will
continue to have that protection. I call
to the attention of the Senate that there
are other States who may wish to take
such action.

But again I call particularly to the at-
tention of the Senate that here an at-
tempt is being made to take from us the
benefits of the action which has been
taken under the will of the 18 States, to
take from us the benefit of the approving
opinion of the Supreme Court of the
United States, which, with unusual una-
nimity, has approved the soundness and
legality of that action; and likewise an
attempt is being made to take from us
the benefit of the affirmative action of
the Congress in 1947, when, looking at
the same field, Congress held that it was
sound to allow latitude to the States in
this particular matter.

Mr. President, I close by reminding
the Senate that not only are the things I
have already mentioned true, but also it
has been sound Federal law in the field
of railway employment, ever since the
passage of the Railway Labor Act, to re-
quire the open shop in that field. How-
ever, here it is sought to go far away
from the philosophy which has been
sound Federal philosophy ever since the
year of the enactment of the Railway
Labor Act, 1926. Mr. President, I
strongly hope that the Senate will re-

- ject the amendment offered by the Sen-
ator from Connecticut.
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Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I should
like to inquire how much time I have
used.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Ohio has 31 minutes remaining.

Mr. TAFT. Have we used 20 minutes?

The VICE PRESIDENT, That is cor-
rect.

Mr. TAFT. Ishould like to reserve the
rest of the time. Have we 50 minutes
altogether?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
has 31 minutes remaining, having used
20 minutes.

Mr. TAFT. Then I should like to
have the Senator from Utah proceed
with his time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Utah is recognized.

Mr, THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President,
I yield 12 minutes to the Senator from
California [Mr. DOWNEY].

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from California is recognized for 12
minutes. .

Mr. DOWNEY. First, Mr, President,
I should like to ask unanimous consent
that the brief remarks I am about to
make may be extended in the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? ;

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I did
not quite understand the request.

Mr. DOWNEY. I request that the re-
marks that I am about to make may be
extended in the RECCRD,

Mr. WHERRY. Does the Senator
mean in the body of the RECORD?

Mr. DOWNEY. Yes.

Mr. WHERRY. Is the Senator going
to make orally all the remarks he wants
to have in the RECORD?

Mr. DOWNEY. No; I wish to extend
my remarks by an insertion in the
REcorb.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I should
like to accommodate the distinguished
Senator from California. There is no one
whom I would rather accommodate. But
I have requested the same thing many,
many times, and there has always been
objection.

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, I think I
would have to object, because the time
has already been divided, and the re-
maining time is rather short.

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, in order
that I may make my position clear I have
prepared a statement.

Mr. TAFT. A statement on this
subject?

Mr, DOWNEY. Yes.

Mr. TAFT. Then I have no objection.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have
no objection to having it printed as a
statement; but if I correctly understood
the distinguished Senator from Califor-
nia, he wanted to have the remarks ap-
pear in the body of the Recorp as if they
had been delivered orally.

Mr. DOWNEY, No.

Mr. WHERRY. Then there is no ob-
jection.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ok -
jection to the request of the Senator
from California that a statement which
he has prepared may be printed in the
REcorD as a part of his remarks? The
Chair hears none. Without objection, it
is so ordered.
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(The statement appears at the conclu-
sion of Mr. DOWNEY’s remarks.)

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, after
10 years——

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. TAFT. Is the Senator from Cali-
fornia speaking on the time of the Sen-
ator from Utah?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from California has been yielded time by
the Senator from Utah, and it is now
running. [Laughter.]

Mr. DOWNEY. Mr. President, in view
of the fact that my remarks are going to
be very brief, I do not worry about that,
and I am certain that there is no great
anxiety on the part of my colleagues in
the Senate. As I was about to say, after
10, more or less, happy years spent in the
Senate, I have come to believe in the
futility of most debate upon the floor of
the Senate, and I certainly have no hope
that anything I may say will in any way
affect the coming vote upon the Taft
substitute; a vote which apparently will
be for the adoption of the amendment.
But, Mr. President, for my own record I
want to make clear that it seems to me
the Taft substitute still contains the core
of the Taft-Hartley Act. I know there
are certain minor modifications which
may be considered a gesture toward
union labor’s viewpoint. I know there
are some changes in the proposed law.
But, so far as I am concerned, the sub-
stitute amendment which will soon be
;ol;ed on is essentially the Taft-Hartley

ct.

Mr. President, I was opposed to the
Taft-Hartley Act because I do not con-
sider it a fair charter for trade-unionism.
In my opinion, neither from the stand-
point of the employer nor from the
standpoint of the employee is it aptly de-
signed to bring about conditions per-
mitting fair and just negotiations be-
tween the employees and the employers.
I do not yet, so far as I am concerned,
consider the question finally settled. I
do not believe it will be finally settled
until we have worked out a more satis-
factory solution, one which will better
protect the union workers of the United
States. When I speak of the welfare of
the unions, I want to say I include in the
statement the welfare of all wage earn-
ers, indeed, of the entire Nation.

In the chaotic and dynamic decades
that lie ahead, beyond any doubt, Mr.
President, this Nation will be subjected
to turmoil and crises. Revolution may
rear its ugly head, dictatorships may be
possible, and in my opinion, the strong-
est protection we in the United States
can have against undemocratic and ty-
rannical movements lies in a strong and
righteously protected trade-unionism.

Unless the defense of our liberties and
free economy is spearheaded by the
great working groups of America, proper-
ly protected and acting under reasonable
laws, I do not believe we can hope to
maintain our present democratic liber-
ties, to which we are all devoted.

So I say, Mr. President, in my opinion,
anticipating the favorable vote which is
going to come on the Taft amendment, I
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think, after we have voted, we shall have
adjourned this great controversy to a
larger arena, and we will be preparing
for that arena from now until the next
election. I hope that through intelligent
publicity, tolerance, and fair argument
the American people may be brought even
mor -~ thoroughly to understand the prin-
ciples of trade-unionism, the importance
of having labor negotiations properly
protected, and the necessity at the next
election of again expressing themselves
in opposition to such a measure as the
pending amendment.

STATEMENT BY SENATOR DOWNEY

The closed shop has been rendered illegal
by the Taft-Hartley Act. The Congress of
the United States made the grievous mis-
take of depriving union men of the right
to contract with their employer on this vital
subject. The Congress used the excuse, in
making the closed shop illegal, that some
abuses had been committed under it. The
mere fact that abuses were committed, on
occasion, does not Jjustify outlawing the
entire institution.

There are many institutions which are
not inherently wrong merely because there
may be a few abuses. Experience has shown,
and the history of collective bargaining has
demonstrated, that peaceful labor relations
prevall where the closed shop has prevailed.
The closed shop, in which the employer and
the union share In the responsibility of hir-
ing, has had a stabilizing effect upon the
labor-management relationship.

In 1947, before passage of the Taft-Hartley
Act, 30 percent of the approximately 12,000,-
000 union members under agreements were
covered by closed-shop provisions. The in-
dustries in which these agreements were
most general were those with the longest
history of organized labor relations: the
building construction, garment, printing,
maritime, glass workers, and similar trades.
It is precisely in these industries that labor
relations were on the most mature and
friendly- basis.

In 1947 Mr. John O'Eeefe, the secretary
of the Chicago Newspaper Publishers Asso-
ciation, testified as follows before a subcom-
mittee of the House Labor Committee:

“Congressman KersTEN. Up until now, and
for a great many years past, you had & closed-
shop agreement, didn’t you?

“Mr. O'KEerFE. Yes; we did.

“Mr. KersTEN. How did that feature work
out in your previous contracts so far as
your closed-shop provision of the contract
was concerned?

“Mr. O'Keere, We never even discussed it.
It had been there for years and it has re-
mained there.

“Mr. KersTEN. Did you have any real difi-
culty with it so far as your union, the ITU,
is concerned?

“Mr. O'KEerFE: We did not. As a matter of
fact most of the Chicago publishers, or all
of the Chicago publishers, I would say, would
prefer to continue a closed shop if it were
legal.

“Mr. KERsTEN. The reason for that is that
this particular union has been a long-term
institution that has a certain amount of
tradition behind it, a considerable amount,
and it is a responsible union, and under those
conditions a closed shop has worked out so
far as the Chicago publishers are concerned.
Is that right?

“Mr. O'Keere. Yes; it has"

My learned colleagues have already called
to the attention of the Senate the testimony
of Mr. Paul Geary of the Electrical Contrac-
tors Association, the editorial position in
favor of the closed shop taken by the Chi-
cago Tribune, the analyses of the Reverend
Father Toner in support of the closed shop,
and the views of other authorities and com-
mentators,
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In testifylng before the subcommittee of
the House Labor Committee in March of this
year, Mr. James Monroe of Collingsville, Il1.,
the publisher of the Collingsville Herald,
sald:

“Unions never have been strong except
where the closed shop is the rule. And, how-
ever strong they become, they never have
been able to win in a battle to the death
with stubborn mansagement, because hunger,
their hunger, always is on the side of the
employer, and the odds are 10 to 1 that he
can outstarve them.

“Much is made of the right of nonunion
men to work—and you have heard that
phrase a lot of times, that every man has a
right to work whether he has a card or not—
which Is quickly distorted into the proposi-
tion that they have a right to work alongside
union men. This is based on a premise
which I do not accept. While I agree that
every man has a right to work at whatever he
can find to do, I do not agree that it is the
duty of any other man to employ him, or
that he has any right to demand employ-
ment, much less to coerce the conditions of
his employment as against the interests of
others who may be employed; particularly
would I resist the idea that a nonunion man
has the right to force himself into the better
conditions which I think it may be assumed
the union has provided without any effort
of his. Employment is essentially a matter
of agreement.”

The American labor movement would
never have been so strong, so independent
and so much a part of the country if it had
not adopted in its earliest days the firm
principle that union men do not work with

scabs. This simple rule has made it pos- |

sible for unions to organize. It has made
it possible for unions to protect themselves.

In order to Insure union solidarity, all well
organized unions have demanded closed-
shop contracts. Where such contracts exist,
exclusion of nonunion workers ceases to be
a matter of argument. To union members,
the closed shop is the one sure way of pro-
tecting their gains, insuring against defec-
tions by the weak-hearted at the first sign
of adversity, preventing undermining by the
employer and agents of the employer and
thereby preserving stable industrial relations
where attention can be concentrated on the
principal issue: the establishing of working
conditions falr to both sides.

The closed shop is not new. It has ex-
isted in America for more than 130 years.
Until disrupted by the Taft-Hartley Act, it
was accepted in all industries which have
long and satisfactory bargaining relation-
ships.

The closed shop is also accepted by em-
ployees. This is shown by the experience
of the last 2 years under the Taft-Hartley
Act. All but 2 percent of the elections held
to determine whether employees approved
union security went in its favor. Of the em-
ployees voting, opponents numbered only
6.1 percent.

Nevertheless, opponents of the closed shop
insist that it must be prohibited in order to
restore the “right to work.” The 5 percent
must be protected against their brothers
who have so firmly supported the traditions
of the American labor movement.

Of course this demand does not come from
the workers themselves. It does not even
come from the 5 percemt. It comes from
those who have always been supporters of
the employer viewpoint—the same groups
who have lost all interest in the right to
work when employees are discharged either
because of an economic decline or because
they decided to jofn unions. It comes from
those who today insist that the millions of
supervisors in American industries have no
right to work as union members and that
plant guards have no right to work as mem-
bers of unions representing other employees.
It comes from those who would place ex-
tensive curbs on the right of all employees
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to stop working when they find their work-
ing conditions unsatisfactory.

The phrase “the right to work” should be
clearly understood. It is not complete as it
stands. Written out in full it would read,
“The right to work at low wages” or “at
nonunion standards” or “as a strikebreaker.”
This must be so, for if the employee is to
be paid at union rates there is no reason
why he should not accept the burdens of
union membership along with its benefits.
It is universally recognized that no worker
has the right to a “free ride.”

But the right to work at low standards
is not aright at all. American labor, through
bitter sacrifices over the years, has lifted the
American standard of living far above that
of any other nation. It has also established
the closed shop in order to protect the gains
made by its sacrifices. Nothing can come
of protection of the illusory right to work
except the lowering of standards for all
workers.

The right to work is nonexistent on an-
other count. No employee can get work
unless an employer can be induced to give
him a job. The right to work means noth-
ing if an employer says “No.” When em-
ployees enjoy the right to work in the sense
of the proposed amendments, what really
happens is that the employers have the un-
limited right to decide whom they will em-
ploy—to play favorites and to hire those who
will work for the lowest wage. The employee
on the other hand has no rights at all. He
cannot demand employment. When he can-
not get work it makes no difference whether
or not he is a union member. Is this a right
which employees can be expected to support
enthusiastically?

The closed-shop contract limits the life
and death power of the employer over the
livelihood of workers, but only to a very small
extent. The workers do not get the right
to work. They get only the right to demand
that employers shall not hire at low wages.
The employees thus protect themselves
against undermining of their standards.

True, the closed-shop contract curbs the
employer’'s choice and transfers part, a small
part, of the power to hire to unions. It does
no more, however, than to prevent the em-
ployer from using his hiring power to destroy
living standards and create industrial tur-
moil, Unions have had no hesitation in
admitting nonunion employees to member=
ship, except where economic conditions make
limitations essential to the members’ welfare,
The closed-shop contract is designed for the
sole purpose of insuring equal sharing of the
burdens along with the benefits of union
membership and preventing the break-down
of union standards.

In some cases the closed shop has neces-
sarily been used to prevent the creation of
a greater supply of trained workers than the
market can use. Some such restriction is
essential to protection of union standards.
Even with the closed shop, a dangerous threat
is created by the existence of a large pool of
unemployed workers who are reluctant to
desert their trade because they have recelved
long training in a skill.

In periods of economic depression this
question becomes of particular importance.
During the early 1830’s, as many as 50 percent
of the workers at a particular frade or calling
were unemployed. Under such -circum-
stances the competition for the available jobs *
became a matter of life and death. Strong
pressures were placed on employers to hire
relatives, or friends, or acquaintances with-
out previous experience, or with little knowl-
edge of, the trade. Often employers were
willing to succumb to such pressures, with
the consequence that wdrkers with many
years of experience, with families dependent
upon them, and with high skills, were dis-
placed. But where the closed-shop agree-.
ment was in effect, such discriminatory treat-
ment was avoided. The union, through its
own machinery, established senlority rosters
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by which those with the most skill and ex-
perience were given a preference in hiring.

The closed shop insures fairness in the
hirlng of employees and prevents the dis-
criminatory allocation of job openings at the
personal whim or caprice of the employer.
But the Taft-Hartley Act, and the proposed
Taft amendments, are designed precisely to
safeguard, by Federal law, the exercise of
such whim or caprice by the employer. In
time of depression, this can mean only that
the employer shall be free to hire whomever
he wills, for reasons of personal favoritism,
or through bribery, or because the prospec-
tive employee is willing to cut the economic
throat of his fellow employees, or for any
other reason whatsoever. This is not a
union-security provision. The Taft-Hartley
Act provides a Government-dictated open
shop. Even collective bargaining on the is-
sue is outlawed.

Under the closed shop, or preferential hir-
ing, or similar arrangements, the power over
hire is shared; the union’s interests are pro-
tected by joint arrangements concerning the
manner of hire, and the employer’s interests
are protected by the freedom to choose
among union members and the invariable
right to discharge for incompetence or other
agreed reasons within a stated period. It is
a truism to point out that this places eco-
nomic power in the hands of the union,
Unions are organized in order that economic
power shall not rest solely in the hands of
corporate or other employers.

As one outstanding example, since 1852 the
International Typographical Union, and he-
fore that as early as 1815 the local societies
which made up the ITU, have operated on a
closed-shop basis. During that period the
industry has grown handsomely, profits have
been good, no person has been denied access
to the trade who showed the requisite qual-
ifications, and wages and hours have been
fair. No one would suppose that access to
the trade would have been fairer or more
orderly if the employers in the industry had
retained sole power over hire; on the con-
trary, their interest in hiring any applicant
willing to accept lower than union standards
would have glutted the market, caused a low-
ering of craft standards, produced unem-
ployment and resulted in chaos in the in-
dustry. Employers, as a group, are more
likely to exercise a whimsical or discrimina-
tory power in hiring than are unions, whose
rules are dependent on the democratic voice
of the members.

The number of jobs available In an indus-
try has no relation to the closed shop or any
other form of union security; it is deter-
mined by the economic facts of the trade.
The only question is whether this power over
hire is to be shared, or exercised solely by the
employer.

But under Taft-Hartley, the employer has
sometimes the duty, sometimes the right,
but always the practical power to hire anti-
unionists, or wage-cutting nonunionists, or
disrupters—and unions are probably helpless
even to withdraw their members in protest.
Under that act, the employer is free to dis-
criminate against applicants for employment
on the ground of race, color, creed, national
origin, or for purely whimsical reasons. But
the nonunion man is protected, and non-
unionism thereby becomes the cherished ob-
ject of Federal protection.

These objections to the Taft-Hartley Act
are not cured by the proposed Taft amend-
ments which would permit employers to
notify unions of “opportunities for employ-
ment,” and allow unions “a reasonable op-
portunity to refer qualified applicants.” It
would, as the minority report makes clear,
still be unlawful under such provisions for
an employer and a union to agree that only
union men should be hired. In the absence
of such an agreement, the employer remalns
free to hire whom he wishes; unions are
denied the right to share in this power of
selection; and are probably denied as well the
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right of effective protest through the strike
or other means. These provisions donot pro-
tect minority groups, or the public; indeed,
they do not even accomplish the malodorous
Taft-Hartley objective of giving a preferred
status under Federal law to nonunion men.
The only beneficiary is the employer; the
victims are trade-union members whose
dearly bought security in their jobs is thereby
removed at a stroke.

The Thomas bill authorizes “employers en-
gaged in commerce, or whose activities affect
commerce” to make agreements with labor
organizations providing for the closed shop
or other form of union security, and for the
check-off of union dues. It would supersede
State laws which prohibit or restrict the
right of unions and interstate employers to
enter into such agreements. This latter pro-
vision corrects the evils of section 14 (b) of
the Taft-Hartley law which surrenders to
State laws which are more restrictive (but
not to State laws which are less restrictive)
than the Taft-Hartley provisions on union
security.

The Wagner Act was silent as to restrictive
State laws. However, very recently the
United States Supreme Court held that sec-
tion 8 (3) of the Wagner Act did not preclude
the enforcement, against interstate employ-
ers, of State laws regulating union security
since Congress had not manifested an “un-
ambiguous purpose” that State laws be sup-
planted. In light of these decisions it is es-
sential for Congress to express an “unambig-
uous purpese” that restrictive State laws be
superseded since they conflict with the na-
ti;na,l policy on union security and the check-
off.

Certain quarters have charged that a pro-
vision superseding restrictive State laws is
an invasion of State rights. However, those
who resort to the State-rights doctrine in
discussing the regulation of interstate com-
merce display a profound misconception of
Federal-State relations as conceived by the
Constitution.

No principle is better established in con-
stitutional law than the doctrine that Con-
gress has supreme power to regulate com-
merce among the States. Whenever States
regulate interstate commerce, they do so
only by the grace and sufferance of the Fed-
eral Government. Congress may at any time
assert its constitutional prerogative to pre-
empt the fleld of interstate commerce, and
render ineffectual even State laws not con-
trary to national policy. Patently, Congress
may do likewise when a State law directly
conflicts with national policy.

And conflict there would be indeed if re-
strictive State laws—already in effect in 16
States—were permitted to exist side by side
with a Federal law authorizing union se-
curity and the check-off. The Thomas bill
protects union security and check-off agree-
ments, arrived at in the process of free col-
lective bargaining, because such agreements
reduce strikes and avoid interruption to in-
terstate commerce. Yet, without a provision
definitely establishing the paramount effect
of Federal laws, exactly opposite effects on
Interstate commerce would obtain in the
Btates which outlaw or restrict union-
security agreements. Employers in these
States, by the fortuiltous eircumstance of
their location, would be prohibited from
bargaining on union security, while em-
ployers in other States would be free to do so.
Employers who operate in many States are
now required to adopt varying collective-
bargaining policies on union security for the
different States, even though they have a
uniform bargaining policy as to other mat-
ters. Not only does such a situation thwart
national policy; it encourages States to lure
industry to locate within their boundaries
by adopting antilabor legislation.

When Congress enacted the antitrust laws
to curb monopolies in trade or commerce, it
did not at the same time provide that State
laws permitting monopolies might continue
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to exist. To have done so would have de-
feated the very purposes of the Federal
policy. Likewise, the wages-and-hours law
does not permit conflicting laws to operate
as to employers engaged in Interstate com-
merce.

It was precisely to avold such discrimina-
tory and disruptive effects upon interstate
commerce, flowing from a multiplicity of
varying State laws, that the commerce clause
of the Constitution was conceived. Stability
of our economy requires a national uni-
formity in collective bargaining and not a
patchwork geared to local laws. Such uni-
formity is possible as to union security and
the check-off only if restrictive State laws
are banned as to employers in Interstate
commerce.

We have the duty to protect and encourage
collective bargaining. In the performance of
that duty we must restore the right of union
men to bargain for the closed shop and other
forms of union security. Our duty to regu-
late interstate commerce compels us to as-
sert definitely and without qualification that
the various State laws which conflict with
the Federal law on labor relations must yield
to the supremacy of the Federal Govern-
ment,

We deal here with a momentous issue. I
have addressed my remarks to the closed-
shop agreement, which has worked fairly and
well over our entire history. But the debate
does not end there., Suppose that union
men, In the exercise of their rights and not
pursuant to a closed-shop agreement, simply
refuse to work with nonunion men. Will the
proponents of the Taft amendments say that
such action is illegal? If it is illegal for men
to quit or strike under such circumstances,
then you have effectively chained them to
their jobs, by law, and the involuntary servi-
tude prohibited by the Constitution is writ-
ten into the statute. If the employees may
quit or strike in protest, employers will in
practice have to hire only union men. But
if that is to be the result, why outlaw the
frank and aboveboard statement of the
clozed-shop agreement?

It is shocking that under the Taft-Hartley
Act law-ablding employers and unions have
made all manner of tacit and bootleg closed-
shop agreements. The practical impossibility
of removing the deep-seated aversion which
union men have to working with nonunion-
ists is known to intelligent employers. They
will not risk the destruction of their busi-
nesses to realize the unrealistic ambition of
the act.

There is only one genuinely American way
to handle this problem. It is to recognize
the right to the closed-shop agreement, vol-
untarily arrived at between employers and
unions, through the process of free collective
bargaining. To say that a union shall not be
allowed to ask for the closed shop is not dif-
ferent, in principle, from saying that every
employer must grant the closed shop. Need-
less to say that I oppose both. I stand for
freedom from governmental interference in
these relations and a restoration of that free
collective bargaining which marked our ex-
perience under the Wagner Act.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor from California consumed 7 minutes.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President,
I yield 8 minutes to the Senator from
Massachusetts [Mr. Lopce],

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor from Massachusetts is recognized for
8 minutes.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I intend
to vote against the Taft amendment for
a number of reasons, but primarily be-
cause it enables States with stringent
antilabor laws to induce industry to move
from the Northern States, and therefore
it appears to me to be a direct threat
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to everyone in Massachusetts whose live-
iirhood depends on Massachusetts indus-

Y.

The amendment contains 22 separate
features, 5 of which have already been
taken care of in separate amendments,
which, with my support, have already
been adopted. These five features are:
that unions as well as employers must
bargain collectively; that the right of
free speech is guaranteed to the employ-
er; that the non-Communist affidavit
requirement has been extended to em-
ployers; and that unions must make fi-
nancial reports to the Secretary of Labor
and to their members., There is in ad-
dition a provision regarding national-
paralysis strikes, which, of course, was
dealt with separately in the Taft-Don-
nell-Smith amendment, adopted on
Tuesday, and for which I voted, although
I thought it far from an ideal solution.

This leaves 17 points for considera-
tion, some of which enlist my agreement.
For example, I agree with the provision
forbidding strikes by Government em-
ployees; I favor the proposition of put-
ting welfare funds under the supervision
of the Secretary of Labor; and I believe
that unions as well as employers must
be responsible on their contracts. But
it is the unfortunate vice of these omni-
bus legislative proposals that there are
often a mixture of matters with which
one agrees and matters with which one
differs. In this case there are features
of the omnibus substitute which cause
me, as & Senator from Massachusetts, to
conclude that the draw-backs far out-
weigh the advantages.

In reaching this conclusion, I do not
dwell, for example, on the provision re-
garding expenditures for political cam-
paigns, which I believe has no relation-
ship whatever to interstate commerce,
and which belongs in the Corrupt Prac-
tices Act instead of in a labor bill; nor
do I dwell on the fact that the independ-
ent mediation service, which as a strictly
voluntary agency has no power of mak-
ing binding legal decisions, is much more
logically placed in the Department of
Labor, and that placing it there, from
the standpoint of economical housekeep-
ing, would be much more in harmony
with the spirit of the Hoover Commis-
sion recommendations. There are other
matters of which I also disapprove.

But the most decisive factor in my
mind is the provision of the amendment
which, in addition to prohibiting certain
kinds of compulsory unionism, asserts
the power of the States to regulate com-
pulsory unionism within their bound-
aries. Although I shall vote for the
amendment which the Senator from
Connecticut and my colleague have of-
fered, it does not cure the evil at all.
The question that I am referring to is
no simple question of States’ rights.
Indeed, as it stands, it is a one-way
street, which, in the Southern Sfates
particularly, operates against the devel-
opment of healthy labor organization
and specifically gives Federal protection
to all State laws which go against union
security without giving corresponding
Federal protection to State laws which
might favor unionism,

I have heard it said here this morn-
ing that there are 17 or 18 States that
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have prohibitions against the closed
shop. Mr. President, no one has point-
ed out—and, therefore, I think I should
point it out—that in the State of Massa-
chusetts the closed shop was specifically
sanctioned by State law, enacted by a
Republican legislature and a Democratic
governor, in 1938, and that an attempt
to ban the closed shop was put on the
referendum at the election in November
1948 and was overwhelmingly rejected.
That is part of this picture, too, and it is
no wonder, when we see the way the
so-called States’ rights provision is set
up, that sincere men believe that this
provision effectively destroys any future
for unionism in Southern States, many
of which are openly attempting to in-
duce industry to leave the Northern
States so that they can operate without
unions. This appears to me to ‘be a
direct threat to everyone in Massachu-
setts whose livelihood depends on Mas-
sachusetts industry.

Mr. President, call the roll of industries
which, according to reliable reports, have
either moved South from New England
since the end of World War II, or which
have curtailed northern operations and
expanded in the South. There is the
Blackinton Mills, of North Adams, Mass.,
which moved to Conestee, S. C. Thereis
the worsted department of M. T. Stevens
Co. in Peacedale, R. I, which moved to
Rockingham, N. C.; the Fitchburg Duck
Mills, of Fitchburg, Mass., which moved
to Greenville, 8. C.; the Linen Thread
Co., of Millbury, Mass., which tnoved to
Blue Mountain, Ala.; the Ace Woolen
Co., of Manchester, Conn., which moved
to Texas; the Pepperell Manufacturing
Co. finishing plant, of Lewiston, Maine,
which moved to Opelika, Ala.; the Pre-
mier Worsted Co., of Bridgeton, R. I,
which moved to Raleigh, N. C.

Here are the names of companies
which have curtailed northern operations
and which have expanded in the South:
The American Thread Co., Inc.; the Berk-
shire Fine Spinning Associates, Inc.; the
Maverick Mills; and the Naumkeag
Steam Cotton Co., which have all pur-
chased real estate in the South; and
the Aspinook Corp.; the Bachmann-
Uxbridge Worsted Corp.; the Berkshire
Woolen Co.; the Clark Thread Co.; the
Pepperell Manufacturing Co.; the Pre-
mier Worsted Co.; the J. P. Stevens &
Co., Inc.; the Textron, Inc.; Cranston
Print Works Co.; Deering, Milliken &
Co., Inc.; Guerin Mills, Inc.; Pacific
Mills; and Plymouth Cordage Co., Fed-
eral Fiber Division.

This is not only a very serious threat
to the economic life of Massachusetts;
it is very bad policy for the United States.
In 1938, when the wage-and-hour law
was pending in Congress, I took the posi-
tion that the maintenance of substand-
ard labor conditions in the South was
not only injurious to Massachusetts from
a competitive standpoint but was also
bad for the people of the South, and
therefore bad for America as a whole.
It is this aspect of the pending amend-
ment which especially impels me to vote
against it, in the belief that the Thomas
bill as we have amended it will give
every possible protection to the Massa-
chusetts public.

JUNE 30

Insofar as the other provisions of this
amendment are concerned, they per-
petuate a degree of Federal supervision
of unions which, in the nature of our
political system, cannot fail, if continued,
to lead to further governmental incur-
sions into the affairs of management.
It is accurately stated that at the begin-
ning of 1948 there were 113 manufactur-
ing companies with assets of more than
$100,000,000 which owned 50 percent of
the Nation’s manufacturing property,
plants, and equipment. This is a con-
centrated target for those who wish to
socialize America.

There is perhaps no field of human
activity in which the enactment of laws
will accomplish less that is constructive
than in this particular field of industrial
relations. Without a spirit of accom-
modation, of discussion, of compromise,
of give and take, of live and let live, we
can never solve these industrial prob-
lems. We must remember that this
country, with its great variety of peo-
ples, was born of compromise. It has—
with one tragic exception at the time of
the Civil War—lived by compromise. It
probably can only endure by compromise.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President,
I yield 4 minutes to the Senator from
Oregon. =

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senato:
from Oregon is recognized for 4 minutes.

Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I am
very happy to find myself in complete
support of the position taken by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Lopce]. In 1947 I warned the Sen-
ate that one of the most unfair and un-
just provisions of the Taft-Hartley law
was the provision which violated that
which I think is fundamental in juris-
prudence, namely, the uniformity of ap-
plication of Federal law in this country.
‘The proposal of the Senator from Ohio
and of the Senator from Florida [Mr,
Horranp]l constitutes a proposition
which cannot be reconciled with the
principle of uniformity of application of
Federal law to all parties in America,

I want to say, Mr. President, that the
citation of Supreme Court decisicns by
the Senator from Florida completely -

‘misses the point, because the Supreme

Court in those cases—and this is the
heart of it—was very clear that it is
within the prerogative and the right of
the Congress of the United States to pass
such legislation as the Senator from
Connecticut [Mr. Barpwinl is propos-
ing in his amendment. The Court mere-
ly held that in the absence of Federal leg-
islation on the subject, the States were
free to legislate on the question of union
security.

In 1947 I warned that this proposal in
the Taft-Hartley law would discriminate
against employers in high labor standard
States. Let us not mince any words
about it. Here is the economic fact with
which we are confronted on this point.
This proposal, Mr. President, plays into
the hands of those Southern and a few
Midwestern States which do not have
fair-labor legislation. The result is that
employers are finding it necessary to
transfer plants from the East and the
Middle West into the South to take ad-
vantage of the low wages and the low
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labor standards which prevail under such
laws as exist in those States.

We are dealing with the concept of
interstate commerce, and what the Con-
gress of the United States is, in effect,
doing is saying that it will delegate to
the States the Federal prerogative over
the regulation cf interstate commerce by
providing that wher: a State passes a law
more drastic and unfavorable to labor
than is the Taft-Hartley law, then that
State law will supersede the Taft-Hartley
law.

I want to say to a group in my State
a* this moment, Mr. President—the lum-
bermen who have heen telegraphing me
and asking me to support the Holland
amendment—that, as I have told them
in my telegrams, I shall not support the
Holland amendment, because supporting
it will discriminate against the lumber
industry in my State and it will be only
a short time before they will rue the day
that they thought they wanted the Hol-
iand amendment adopted, because in
Oregon they will never get through, if
they ever try, the type of labor legisla-
tion which is in effect in the 18 States to
which the Senator from Florida [Mr.
HoLranp] has alluded. In the best eco-
nemic interest of the lumber industry in
my State I shall not vote today for a
provision in the Taft substitute that will
make it possible for the cheap lahor
standards of southern lumber mills to
get an advantage over the high labor
standards of Oregon mills.

I close by saying that the issue is this
simple: Does the Senate of the United
States want to delegate to individual
States its prerogative to regulate and
control interstate commerce? If it does,
it will discriminate agaiast every em-
ployer in a high labor standard State.
I say the Taft proposal is unfair and un-
just to American employers who have to
operate in those States which maintain
decent labor laws.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator has expired.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr: President,
I yield 6 minutes to the Senator from
Florida [Mr. PEPPER].

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Florida is recognized for 6 minutes.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, it is ob-
vious that the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Tarr] is again writing the labor law of
this Congress. It is also obvious that the
Senator from Ohio, like the ancient Bour-
bons, has learned nothing from the Taft-
Hartley Act failure. It is also clear that
the Senator from Ohio has again brand-
ed upon his party the words “We are un-
friendly to American labor.” 'The
Recorp will show an overwhelming ma-
jority of the Democratic Party has stood
behind its President, its platform, and
democratic principles in an effort to re-
deem its pledge to the American work-
ing men and women to rid them of the
oppressive tyranny of the Taft-Hartley
law. On the other hand the Recorp will
show that an overwhelming majority of
the party of the Senator from Ohio, the
Republican Party, has arrayed itself
stalwartly and unswervingly against such
principles and policy. Iam glad the issue
has been made clear. I am glad, Mr,
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President, that w. can take this con-
troversy from the Congress to the coun-
try, and that the American people, in
their own way and wisdom, shall decide,
as the final arbiters, where their interest
and their sympathy lies.

Mr. President, it is obvious that the
Taft-Hartley law, by premeditated de-
sign, has had the effect of strangling the
labor union movement of America. Only
last night I heard from the leader of the
largest labor organization in the textile
industry the report that before the Taft-
Hartley law went into effect his union lost
46 percent of the elections held and
64 percent of the employees involved in
the effort to organize the southern textile
workers. But after the Taft-Hartley law
his union lost 54 percent of their elections
and 87T percent of the workers affected by
the elections.

By imposing one stringency after an-
other, Mr. President, the Taft-Hartley
law has made the organization of workers
more difficult. It has subjected them to
vexatious litigation and directly and by
its influence, to the strangulation of the
injunction process.

Mr. President, by breaking the work-
er’s shield, by taking away his union
sword, it has choked the effort of the
worker to demand and to protect a decent
wage, and fto improve the conditions of
his own labor. The bill which the Sena-
tor from Ohio now proposes to give us—
and evidently has the support to foist
upon us—is nothing but another bob-
tailed edition of the Taft-Hartley law of
the Eightieth Congress.

Mr. President, those who had hoped
that on this vital issue they might see a
change in sentiment, in the Republican
Party and some Democrats, that they
might see a recognition of Taft-Hartley
failure, are doomed to dissolutionment
and disappointment, apparently, if the
votes of the past can be taken as the pro-
logue of the future, as it now appears
clear we may expect the adoption of the
Taft substitute.

Mr. President, the Taft substitute is
antilabor. The Taft substitute preserves
Government by injunction. It denies
workers the right to aid one another in
a common interest and effort. It sub-
jects unions to vexatious litigation and
to lawsuits whick can drain their treas-
uries of the hard earned fees of the
workers. It denies workers the privi-
lege of a fair picket line. It forbids free
collective bargaining to the employer and
his employees if they choose the closed
shop. It is prejudiced against labor by
allowing more stringent State laws to
prevail if they are antilabor but making
the Federal law if it is more restrictive
upon labor, the prevailing authority. It
makes more difficult check-off and main-
tenance practices and union security.
It hampers the welfare funds. It still,
by innuendo, castigates the American
worker as unpatriotic, and encourages
the restriction of union organization by
the preservation of the power of the em-
ployer to intimidate his workers under
the false slogan of free speech.

So the American people now will de-
termine whether they will endure an un-
friendly national labor policy, or whether

8699

they will repudiate the new Taft law as
they did the old. I have no doubt about
the outcome.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LoNG
in the chair). The time of the Senator
from Florida has expired.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. Presi-
dent, I yield 5 minutes to the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. WITHERS].

Mr. WITHERS. Mr. President, in the
5 minutes allotted me by the chairman
of the committee, I wish to direct my re-
marks against the Taft substitute. I
remind Senators that it has been asked
frequently from the other side what we
would do about the fifth amendment to
the Constitution, which provides that
no person shall be deprived of life, lib-
erty, or property without due process of
law, and that private property cannot be
taken for public use without just com-
pensation.

Mr. President, I think we all agree that
the work of the laborer is property. If
at the time a worker seeks to strike he is
not obtaining a living wage, he is re-
quired, under the Taft substitute, to
work 60 more days, under an injunction,
regardless of whether or not he is ob-
taining a living wage, and the difference
between his salary and a living wage is
the compensation of which he is being
deprived without due process of law, ac-
cording to my idea.

On the converse, if management
reaches the point where its commodities
have depreciated in market value to such
a point that it cannot pay the prevailing
wage, and is called upon, because of that
circumstance, to reduce the wages of its
workers, then comes in the Senate’s in-
junction and says, “But you must work 60
more days,” and those 60 days may mark
the difference between the continuation
of business and the cessation of business
entirely. So, on either horn of the dilem-
ma we find no provision made for just
compensation. We find the taking of pri-
vate property without due process of law,
because due process of law in that case
implies and eXpresses that due compen-
sation must be had.

All the faith and credit that have been
attributed to the workability of the in-
junction have failed despite the fact it
partly worked the four or five times it
was invoked. Whether or not the in-
junction was successful in the coal strike,
I should like to call the attention of this
entire body to the fact that Mr. John L.
Lewis obtained the greatest victory, in
the settlement of the dispute between
him and management, that he ever ob-
tained in all his life. Those who have
attached so much weight to the injunc-
tion, and what it did, must give him the
credit of obtaining his greatest victory.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Kentucky yield?

Mr. WITHERS. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. Does not that prove that
the injunction and seizure are not a
weapon against labor, rather in favor of
labor?

Mr. WITHERS. On the converse, it
proved in that instance that it was a
weapon against management and the
public who pay the bills. I presupposed
the question.
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Mr. MORSE. Mr. President; will the
Senator from Kentucky yield?

Mr. WITHERS. 1 yield.

Mr. MORSE. In the Lewis case, was it
not the agreement that was entered into
between Lewis and the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Bripces] and the opera-
tors that settled the case, instead of the
injunction? 1Is it not true that Lewis
continued the strike, in spite of the in-
junction, for 12 days, until the operators
entered into an agreement?

Mr. WITHERS. The Senator is cor-
rect in that. So where is all the virtue
that has been attached to this coercive

remedy, this remedy that takes not all -

of one's liberty, as the generous Senator
from Ohio has stated, but takes only
part of the liberty, saying, “All we want
is for you to sacrifice some of your lib-
erties,” and we answer, “You would let
the public suffer.”

Are we to protect the public as a
whole, or may we protect all segments
of the public? If we see that any por-
tion of the public is deprived of liberty,
it is not our duty to wait until the whole
public is concerned. I say that under
the American principle the whole public
is concerned when any portion of the
public is being imposed upon and its lib-
erties taken away from it.

I say that if we take away the liberties
of the public for only a part of the time,
or of only a segment of the public, we
must realize that the whole public is
concerned.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator's time has expired.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President,
I yield 10 minutes to the junior Senator
from West Virginia [Mr., NEELY].

Mr, NEELY, Mr. President, a few days
ago, I demonstrated to the Senate the
fact that the distinguished Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Tarr] had, by catching suck-
ers on Capitol Hill with his unbaited
Taft-Hartley hook, reached heights of
angling fame greater than any other
man ever attained since the day the Sav-
four by the sea of Galilee made Simon
Peter and Andrew his brother and Zebe-
dee's sons, James and John, fishers of
men. But the Benator is insatiate. Like
Oliver Twist, he not only asks for more
but seeks to increase his catch by means
of a new disguise, which is adequately
described and the consequences of the
utilization of which are sufficiently indi-
cated by the following picturesque lan-
guage of Alice in Wonderland:

How doth the little crocodile
Improve his shining tall

And pour the waters of the Nile
On every golden scalel

How cheerfully he seems to grin,
How neatly spread his claws,

And welcome little fishes in
With gentle smiling jaws!

With unspeakable regret, we observe
that the poor fish are, with pell-mell im-
petuosity, entering the abyss which
should, but unfortunately does not, bear
the inscription which Dante saw above
the door to the inferno, “Abandon hope
all ye who enter here.”

With due acknowledgment to the able
Benator from Illinois [Mr, DoucLas] and
to an unnamed song writer of the gay
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nineties for some lines the Senator re-
cently used in a New York speech, I sup-
plement my quotation from little Alice
with the following:

“At the finish of the ride, the Repub-
licratic and the Dixiecratic Senators will
be inside the smile on the crocodile.”

How 20,000,000 working men and wom-
en will mourn this swallowing up of the
authors and perpetuators of their Taft-
Hartley law oppression no pen will ever
write, no tongue will ever tell!

Today the Senator from Ohio, with his
rare ability to play many diversified roles,
is reenacting the last tragedy of blind
Samson's life. The renowned strong
man, by pulling down a building, slew
3,000 of his Philistine enemies who were
rejoicing in his captivity. But, Samson,
in killing his foes, also killed himself.

The Senator is about to pull down on
his own head a structure that will at once
politically exterminate him and all the
Dixiecrats and all the Republicrats who
vote with him, and even the Republican
Party itself if it continues to follow him
in his headlong endeavor to harass the
Nation's toilers with either the original
Taft-Hartley law—the abomination of
desolation spoken of by the prophet
Daniel—or with the modified version of
that monstrosity known as the pending
Taft amendment.

But, for the Republican Taft-Hartley
rattlesnake law there would, at this hour,
be no Democratic President in the White
House; there would not be even the pres-
ent paper Democratic majority in the
Senate; there would not be a real Demo-
cratic majority in the House of Repre-
sentatives.

Manifestly, the Republican minority
in the Senate, under the imperious lead-
ership of the Senator from Ohio, is deter-
mined to perpetuate the agonizing Taft-
Hartley curse for another 2 years. This
it can do solely because the Dixiecrats
and the Republicrats are about to pay
their debt to the Republican side of the
aisle for having, earlier in the present
session of the Congress, supplied the nec-
essary votes to defeat the establishment
of majority rule in this great legislative
body.

Mr, President, still another role that
the Senator from Ohio is playing is that
of political physician to both sides of the
Senate Chamber. But mark the predic-
tion: He and all those who take his med-
icine will, immediately after their con-
stituents have had a chance to decide the
question of senatorial reelection, sleep in
a lonely political graveyard which pru-
dent men will avoid by day and hooting
owls will shun by night. At the entrance
of that graveyard will be a simple slab
of stone, uncut and unadorned, on which
both the semblance and the substance of
this epitaph will appear:

Here lies the body of Dr. Sill
Among his patients on the hill;
They'll never need another pill
And never pay his doctor bill,

[Laughter.]

Mr. President, for two long years labor
has been crucified by the merciless Taft-
Hartley law; and, before the end of the
day, the Taft-Hartleyites will add un-
forgivable insult to unforgettable injury

JUNE 30

by thrusting a spear into labor’s side.
For the next 2 years labor will continue
to be ground between the upper mill-
stone of Taft-Hartley oppression and the
nether millstone of Taft-Hartley de-
struction of the rights of those who live
by toil. But labor alone has in its hands
the complete cure for all the Taft-Hart-
ley ills that it has suffered in the past,
or will suffer in the days to come. If
labor will persistently and industriously
continue to increase its political activ-
ity and fully live up to the possibilities
of its use of the ballot on election day
next year, every American laboring man
and woman can, on and after the begin-
ning of the Eighty-second Congress on
the third day of January, 1951, once
more zestfully join in the glad refrain:

My country, 'tis of thee,

Sweet land of liberty,

Of thee I sing.

It is my fervent hope that during the
next 2 years of Taft-Hartley tribulation,
labor will, with its world-renowned pa-
triotism, patience, and fortitude, be com-
forted by the recollection that after the
wilderness came the promised land; that
after the darkest hour of the night comes
the splendor of the morning, the glory of
the sunrise, and the grandeur of a new-
born day; that after the crucifixion of
the sinless Saviour, paradise opened
wide its portals to all the children of men.

Let all true Democrats who both
preach and practice the redemption of
their party’s platform pledges instead of
habitually repudiating them; let all
Democrats who, with Thomas Jefferson
and Andrew Jackson and Franklin
Roosevelt, consider the rights of men
superior to the rights of money; let
all Democrats who believe that even-
handed justice for every working man
and woman in the Nation is as indis-
pensable to the safety of the Republic
and the prosperity of its people as blood
and breath are indispensable to human
life—let all these, with augmented zeal
and increased determination, diligently
address themselves to the vital task of
electing a Congress in 1950 that will
write on every luminous page of the
Democratic platform, “I know that my
Redeemer liveth.”

Let every progressive Republican in
the land devote himself to the great work
of replacing the Taft-Hartleyites of the
Congress with men and women to whom
the sublime governmental principles of
Abraham Lincoln are more sacred than
the heartless philosophy of the National
Association of Manufacturers, the prop-
aganda of the subsidized press, or the
temptations of lobbyists who constantly
swarm over the country as the locusts
swarmed over the land of Egypt in the
days of old.

Let all patriots of all parties, of all
colors, and of all creeds march to the
ballot box in 1950 to the tune of On-
ward Christian Soldiers, and—

Vote in the valiant man and free,
The larger heart, the kindlier hand|

Vote out the darkness of the land,
Vote in the Christ that is to bel

And in the dark and weary interven-
ing months between now and the next
election day, let all who are of serious
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mind, gooc will, and noble purpose derive
both consolation and inspiration from
the lofty assurance—
¥e that have faith to look with fearless eyes
Beyond the tragedy of a world at strife,
And know that out of death and night shall
rise

The dawn of ampler life.

Rejoice, whatever anguish rend the heart,
That God has given you a priceless dower,
To live in these great times and have your
art
In Fl;eedom's crowning hour,
That you may tell your sons who see the
light
High in the heavens—their heritage to
take—
“I saw the powers of Darkness put to flight,
“] saw the morning break.”

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President,
I yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY].

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr, President,Iam
sure that all of us have been deeply
moved by the very challenging and cou-
rageous remarks of the distinguished
Senator from West Virginia [Mr. NEELY],
I realize that at this time in the debate
there is very little new material which
can be presented nor is it my intention,
nor is it my purpose to try to bring out
again the series of arguments which
have already been well documented in
the REcorp, I do wish to make one or
two general observations because I be-
lieve that at this moment it is vital that
we understand quite clearly the nature of
the proposition which is before the Sen-
ate.

I have been very much intrigued by the
comments, Mr. President, of the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio. He has
pointed out in this very fine pamphlet
“The Essential Principles of the Taft-
Hartley Law, and Amendments Proposed
by the Republican Minority,” that 29
changes—29 changes, Mr. President—
have been offered in the basic law of the
act of 1947 known as the Taft-Hartley
Act. And on the basis of those 29
changes, there has been somehow or oth-
er a general point of view given to the
American people that this is a fair type
of labor law. The 29 changes which have
been advanced or which have been made
are supposed to indicate to the Amer-
ican people that the distinguished Sena-
tor from Ohio and his colleagues have
modified their point of view.

I am reminded of an old legend which
I used in my formal remarks in the early
days of the debate. It is a legend which
centers somewhere or other in central
Europe. The story is a very simple one
about the mother and the father who
were discussing the case of their little
boy. They lived alongside the woods, and
the little boy liked to walk through the
woods. The little boy loved the animals
of the woods. One time, as the little boy
was going to go walking into the woods,
the father caught hold of him and said
to him, “John, the wolf may change his
hide, the wolf may change his hair, but
the wolf never changes his mind.”

Mr. President, there has been a little
hair changing in the Taft-Hartley Act.
There has been a little bleaching of the
fur with cheap peroxide. There have
been a few little eyebrows lifted here
and there, and I suppose a little groom-
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ing of the hide.. But the fact remains,
as the distinguished Senator from Utah
[Mr. TromaAs], chairman of the Labor
and Public Welfare Committee, so well
pointed out yesterday, that the body of
the Taft-Hartley Act is still in the Taft
amendment, upon which we shall vote
today. No matter how it may be dressed
up, no matter how many coats of varnish
may be applied to it, no matter how many
soft words may be used, let us not for-
get for a single minute that the injunec-
tion is still there. Let us not forget
for a single minute that the stability pro-
vision is still there. Let us not forget
that the prohibition against secondary
boycotts is still there. Let us not forget
that the basic features of the Taft-Hart-
ley Act still remain.

There are those in this body who be-
lieve that the vote will confirm the Taft
amendment. Mr, President, I am no
sunshine patriot. I am not going to
wither away at the first blast of the
wintry storm from the right-hand side
of the aisle. I personally think that

Senators are going to realize that though .

we took a defeat the other day in con-
nection with title III, the basic part of
the law is yet to be voted upon, the part
of the law which affects the average man
or woman in a trade-union.

I call upon my colleagues who are
fundamentally concerned with good,
sound labor-management relationships
to stand by the Thomas bill and vote
down the Taft amendment. I ask them
to recognize that there is still hope.
This is only one side of the congressional
process. The House of Representatives
will have its opportunity. The portion
of the Thomas bill upon which we are
to vote is the heart of it, which affects
the great rank and file of American
workers. Tle national-emergency pro-
vision upon which we voted is a symbol
of great distress. We lost that fight
by one vote. I remind distinguished
Senators who voted against the Lucas
amendment that this is a different day
from 2 years ago. There has been a
fight on the floor of the Senate this time.
It has not been easy going. As the dis-
tinguished Senator from West Virginia
[Mr. NeeLy] pointed out, perhaps an-
other election will make the fight a little
more interesting.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the REcorp at this point as a part of
my remarks a detailed analysis of the
similarities between the Taft amend-
ments and the Taft-Hartley law, which
will substantiate the remarks made yes-
terday by the distinguished chairman,
the Senator from Utah [Mr, THOMAS],
I ask that this be done not because it
will be read before the end of this de-
bate, but because I want it as a part
of the formal record of the deliberations
and discussions in the Senate.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REecorp, as follows:

THE TAFT-HARTLEY ACT AND THE TAFT

AMENDMENTS

Mr. Presldent, this 1s a significant occasion,
The eyes of the American electorate are upon
us., We vote today on an lssue which di-
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rectly affects a majority of the American
people. Peaceful labor-management rela-
tions are close to the hearts of our citizens.

We vote today, Mr. President, on an issue
which affects not only the American people,
but the cause of democracy all over the
world. The people all over the world, Mr.
President, look upon us today and ask
whether we are willing to put into practice
the demoecratic  principles we profess -to
pledge. They ask whether it is true indeed
that this great cradle of liberalism will re-
move from lts statute books a blight on its
record.

The cause of democracy suffered defeat
on Tuesday with the enactment of the sub-
stitute title III, introduced and sponsored
by the Senator from Ohlo. Again today we
have an opportunity to stand up and be
counted on a similar vital and crucial issue.

Our distinguished chairman, the Senator
from Utah, yesterday pointed out to this
body that the Taft amendment on which we
vote today has in it more than 60 of the very
same provisions which were included in the
Taft-Hartley law, repudiated by the Ameri-
can electorate last November, The Senator
from Ohio emphasizes that his present
amendment removes 28 provisions from his
recommendations of 2 years ago. But, Mr.
President, the speech made yesterday by the
Senator from Utah demonstrated beyond
any doubt not only that the basic philosophy
of the new Taft amendment is exactly the
same as the basic philosophy of the Taft-
Hartley law, but that more than 60 of the
exact same provisions of the Taft-Hartley
law remain in the new Taft proposals.

Let there be no doubt about it. The
American people will not be fooled. The
American working men and women will net
be fooled. The American labor movement
will not be fooled. The American electorate
will not be fooled. As much as the Senator
from Ohio would like to remove his name
from the Taft-Hartley law, forget that sorry
incident and escape from the stigma which
is now attached to his name in the minds
of millions of American men and women, we
know, and I repeat for all to hear, that the
Taft amendments which we are asked to vote
upon today are as obnoxious, as unfortunate,
as injurious to the common welfare as the
Taft-Hartley law of 2 years ago. The Tait
amendment, Mr. President, if adopted, will
be a blow to the cause of democracy here
and abroad. It will be a blow to the cause
of freedom here and abroad. It will demon-
strate to the American people, as the junior
Senator from Oregon pointed out, that those
who champion it continue to possess the
philosophy of the Taft-Hartley law. I am
confident that the American electorate in
1950 will demonstrate its final and unequiv-
ocal repudiation of that illiberal philosophy.

Mr. President, I ask for permission at the
conclusion of my remarks, to place as a
statement in the REcorp a detailed discussion
of the similarities between the Taft amend-
ments and the Taft-Hartley law. They
demonstrate and substantiate the remarks
made yesterday by our distinguished chair-
man, Mr, THOMAS.

AN ANALYSIS OF THE TAFT AMENDMENTS
Ezclusion of employees

Our national labor policy is supposedly
based upon the principle that stable labor-
management relations are best achieved
through free collective bargaining; that work-
ers can best protect and improve their wages
and working conditions through the use of
free collective bargaining. Yet the Taft-
Hartley Act denies several large groups of
employees this protection and the Taft sub-
stitute proposes to continue to do so. Super-
visors, persons having the status of inde-
pendent contractors, and employees of Fed-
eral Reserve banks and nonprofit hospitals
were denied these fundamental rights by
the Taft-Hartley Act. The Taft amendments
make the minor concession of returning the
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employees of Federal Reserve banks and non-
profit hospitals to the protection of the act
but leave the other large groups of employees
still excluded. This is unfair and illogical.
Bupervisors and persons with the status of
independent contractors should once more
receive the protection of our national labor
law.
Supervisors

For years prior to the Taft-Hartley Act
‘supervisors had been included in bargaining
units in varlous industries. No one can
deny that foremen and supervisors are em-
ployees when they are acting to protect their
own interests, their wages and working con-
ditions, against the company which hires and
compensates them. The Supreme Court of
the United States recognized this basic fact
when it upheld, under the original Wagner
Act, the decision of the National Labor Rela-
tions Board in the Packard Motor Company
case. This decision held that foremen were
entitled to the protection of that act for
purposes of forming unions and bargaining
collectively.
By excluding supervisors from the defini-
tion of employee the Taft-Hartley Act effec-
tively removes them from any benefits of
the act, The guarantee of section 14 of that
act, a provision also retained by the Taft
amendment, is thus in actuality but an
empty generality, This section provides that
nothing In the act prohibits any individual
employed as a supervisor from becoming or
remaining a member of a labor organization.
How can such a provision have any true
meaning for supervisors when the National
Labor Relations Board is not only without
jurisdiction to conduct a representation elec-
tion for supervisors or to direct employers
to bargain with them, but also is unable to
protect them if they are discharged for
joining a union or to protect them against
any other unfair labor practice of an employ-
er? Supervisors are thus thrown back upon
the use of economic force, strikes and picket-
ing, to achieve any form of collective bar-
gaining recognition. At the same time the
employer can en in discriminatory dis-
charges, espionage, and blacklisting without
fear of Government interference. This means
that supervisors are in reality denied any
bargaining rights. In the Packard Motor
Co. case the Supreme Court of the United
States described the fallacy of denying
supervisors such rights as founded in the
misconception that because the employer
has the right to wholehearted loyalty in the
performance of the contract of employment
the employee does not have the right to pro-
tect his independent and adverse interest in
the terms of the contract iiself and the con-
ditions of work. The long history of success-
ful unionization of such employees in the
building, printing, and railroad industries
demonstrates, Mr. President, how fallaclous
is this theory that supervisors should not be
granted the legal right to organize and bar-
gain collectively.

Independent Contractors

But there is an even larger, yet equally
important group to whom the Taft-Hartley
Act and the Taft amendment would deny
the protection of the right to organize and
bargain collectively. These are the individ-
uals who have the status of independent con-
tractors. Who are some of those individ-
uals?. Well, it partly depends upon how
clever a lawyer a company has. There are
lawyers who have figured out ways to put
into the independent contractor class one
of the most exploited groups in our country—
namely, the home workers. What chance
does a union have to protect or improve
its wages and working conditions if an em-
ployer can let out his work to homeworkers
having the status of independent contractors
who don't have the right to organize and
who are completely at the mercy of the em=-
ployer, particularly in times of considerable
unemployment in the industry? This pro-
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vigion in the Taft-Hartley Act provides an
enormous loophole which 1s growing bigger
as more lawyers find fairly foolproof ways
to turn the employer-employee relationship
into that of a relationship between con=
tractor and subcontractor. This trick is
being used to exempt other groups—people
who sell or deliver newspapers, for example,
a group which ordinarily includes a large
proportion of boys but which in times of
depression attracts many older people. It
is a group which is kept wide open for ex-
ploitation. This trick is also being used to
deprive people of the benefits of the wage-
hour law; and it must be stopped.

The realities of present day industrial life
are being completely ignored by this pro-
vision. It denies the protection of the act
to workers who, for purposes of such social
legislation, are more nearly employees than
independent businessmen. Employers are
encouraged to avoid compliance with this
type of legislation by exacting contracts from
their labor force under which the employer
gives up the right to direct the performance
of routine duties and the workers lose the
benefits of a statute intended for their pro-
tection. The Supreme Court of the United
States recognized this In the Heart Publi-
The court ignored technical
legal classifications for purposes of such a
statute and thus held the relationship with«
in the protection of the act.

To deprive these working men and women
of the advantages of trade unionism, to re-
turn them to face individually and, there-
fore, helplessly, the problem of protecting
and improving their wages and other work-
ing standards, is detrimental to the way of
life of which this country is so proud. It
hurts them, and it hurts trade unionism. As
Clarence Darrow once said:

“It would leave the laborer stripped and
naked to commence his long and painful
journey back to serfdom once again; and
when he starts out upon this road, the great
mass of men whose independence has heen
won along with the workman’s struggle, the
great middle class, must go back with him.”

Agency

Now I would like to turn, Mr. President,
to another area of the Taft-Hartley Act
which is retained in substance by the Taft
amendment. This is where the liability of
employers and unions for the acts of their
agents is established. The Taft-Hartley Act
greatly expanded the area in which unions
can be held responsible for the acts of their
so-called agents. It provided that In deter-
mining whether any person is acting as an
agent of another so as to make the latter
responsible for his acts, the question of
whether the specific acts were authorized or
subsequently ratified shall not be controlling.
The Taft amendment purports to change
this provision by deleting the language deal-
ing with authorization or ratification, and
substituting a provision which says that in
determining whether any person is acting
as an agent of another person so as to make
such person responsible for his acts the
common law rules of agency shall apply.
The amendment also adds a provision that
no union shall be held responsible for the
acts of any member solely on the ground of
such membership.

This Taft amendment Is in reality, how-
ever, nothing more than the Taft-Hartley Act
provision on agency, for that act had been
interpreted as imposing upon the Board the
old common-law rules of agency liability in
determining the liability of unions for acts
of its so-called agents. This means that all
the evils of the agency provision of the Taft-
Hartley Act will still be in existence under
the proposed Taft amendment. As has been
pointed out time and time again, Mr, Presi-
dent, this provision contains one of the most
dangerous concepts included in the act. It
ignores the fact that spies and provocateurs
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can be placed In the ranks of unions to stir
up trouble, TUnions cannot and should not
be held responsible for the acts of such peo-
ple. But in the early 1900's the Federal
courts did just that, and it is that condition
to which the Taft-Hartley Act returned the
unions.

Section 6 of the Norris-LaGuardia Act was
designed to remedy this completely unjust
situation. That section requires actual au-
thorization or ratification of acts in order to
impute liability to the union. But this pol-
icy is completely nullified by the agency rule
established in the Taft-Hartley Act and car-
ried forward in the proposed Taft amend-
ment. Adoption of such an agency rule for
purposes of the entire act means that union
responsibility for unauthorized and unrati-
fied acts can be determined not only for pur-
poses of unfair labor practice cases but also
for purposes of injunction and contempt ac-
tion, suits for breach of contract, and suits
for damages.

While thus reestablishing a discredited
doctrine for the purpose of curbing union
activity, the Taft-Hartley Act and the pro-
posed Taft amendment, by applying the same
definition of agency to employers, limits,
rather than extends, employer responsibility
for the acts of its agents. This is especially
80 when we discover that the Taft amend-
ment also retains that provision of the Taft-
Hartley Act which struck out of the defini-
tion of “employer’ used in the original Wag-
ner Act the phrase which included within
the term employer “any person acting in the
interest of an employer” and inserted in lieu
thereof the phrase “any person acting as an
agent of an employer directly or indirectly.”
The apparent purpose of this amendment
was to change the rule adopted by the Su-
preme Court of the United States that an
employer is responsible for the acts of his
superintendents and foremen, even though
he might not be so liable under strict com-
mon-law rules of agency. Now, under the
Taft-Hartley Act and the Taft substitute,
employers can be held liable only by applying
common-law rules of agency. This means, in
effect, and in this particular provision, that
supervisors and foremen are not part of man-
agement, are not the agents of management.
This, of course, is completely inconsistent
with that provision of the Taft-Hartley Act
and the Taft substitute, which would exclude
supervisors from the protection of the act on
the basis of their being part of management.
It is also inconsistent with the realities of
the situation, because the workers certainly
must proceed on the assumption that their
foremen and supervisors are agents of man=-
agement and that they have great power over
them. To adequately protect employees in
the exercise of their right to form and join
unions and bargain collectively, employers
must be held responsible for the acts of such
foremen and supervisors. Thus, by what the
Senator from Ohio called a minor amendment
to the Wagner Act, there was wiped out a
whole body of law dealing with the liability
of unions and employers.

Board operations
Multiplicity of Elections

There Is still another major area, Mr.
President, in which the Taft amendments
retain a substantial part of certain Taft-
Hartley features. This is in the provision
for various types of electlons. The Wagner
Act provided for only two kinds of elections:
(1) Where a labor organization asked to be
certified as the bargaining agent for certain
employees, and (2) where an employer peti-
tioned for the determination of conflicting
claims to recognition by two or more unions.
The Taft-Hartley Act provides for elections
in at least nine different situations. The
Taft amendments retain five of these,
Among the elections which are dropped are
those providing for union-shop-authoriza-
tion electlons, a vote on the employers' last
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offer in national-emergency disputes, and
separate elections for plant guards. The
Taft amendments still retain the provisions
of the Taft-Hartley Act for—

1. A vote by professional employees on
whether they wish to be included within a
bargaining unit which represents nonprofes-
slonal employees.

2. An election upon petition by employees
for decertification of a union.

3. An election upon petition by an em-
ployer when he alleges that a union is claim-
ing recognition as collective-bargaining agent
of his employees.

4, A vote upon petition by employees in a
bargaining unit covered by a union-shop
agreement as to whether such union-shop
authority shall be rescinded.

6. An election upon petition by a union
or other employee representation for certi-
fication as statutory bargaining agent.

I trust a majority of my colleagues will
agree with me that the Taft substitute still
permits too many types of elections which
can be used by an antilabor employer to
harass a bona fide union.

Board Administrative Procedure

Mr, President, although the Taft amend-
ments drop some of the administrative mon-
strosities and special administrative pro-
cedures which were imposed upon the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board by the Taft-
Hartley Act, the amendments do retain a
number of these special administrative pro-
visions. These include prohibiting the Board
from establishing a review division, certain
provisions applying to the use of trial ex-
aminers, prohibition of the employment of
economic analysts, the provisions requiring
the Board to follow the rules of evidence ap-
plicable to the district courts, and the pro-
vision requiring the Board's record on review
to be supported by substantial evidence.
The rules under which all Federal admin~
istrative agencies are to operate were incor-
porated by Congress In the Administrative
Procedure Act, adopted in 1946. That act
established the rules of falr play under which
such administrative agenciles are to operate
and specified the rules of evidence such
agencies are to follow. There is, therefore,
no justification for imposing different rules
upon a particular agency, such as the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board. The Taft
amendments perpetuate this discrimination
against the Board.

Union security

Now let us consider the important gues-
tion of union security. The Taft-Hartley
Act, Mr. President, places obstacle after ob-
stacle in the way of the attainment by unions
of t-at security which is so essential to re-
sponsible unionism. It entirely prohibits an
agreement between an employer and a union
for a closed shop. It further provides that
before a union can obtain a union shop it
must be authorized to do so by a majority
of the employees eligible to vote. Where a
union shop is authorized and agreed to by
the employer, the Taft-Hartley Act continues
to harass the union by interfering with its
internal affairs by means of provisions which
prevent the union from requiring the dis-
charge of a worker except for failure to pay
dues. The law so narrowly limits the rela-
tionship between the union and the em-
ployee that even with a union shop there is
little union security.

The Taft amendments make a few slight
concessions with respect to union security.
The prohibition of the closed shop is re-
tained. Under the amendments, however, an
employer can notify the union of job open-
ings and the union can refer qualified ap-
plicants for employment. The discredited
union shop authorization election would be
eliminated and unions would be permitted to
require the discharge of employees for two
other reasons—engaging in wildeat strikes
and affiliation with the Communist Party.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Still retained, however, are the provisions for
deauthorization elections and those making
Btate anti-closed-shop or anti-union-securlty
laws paramount to the Federal law. Still
retained, also, is a limitation on the power
of unions to discharge employees. Why is it
assumed that unions are the ones whose
power to discharge should be regulated?
What about the power of the employer to
discharge?

One of the predictions made by opponents
of the Taft-Hartley Act at the time of its
passage was that the outlawing of the closed
shop would disrupt long established and
voluntarily maintained union security agree-
ments which have been mutually beneficial
to management and labor for many years.
This prediction has been borne out in several
important industries, particularly the print-
ing industry. The closed shop has been the
practice in this industry for almost 100
years. The International Typographical
Union had acquired a wide reputation for re-
sponsibility, The majority report of the
Joint Committee on Labor Management Re-
lations stated: “The International Typo-
graphical Union has long enjoyed public
confidence by its record of winning gains
for its members while maintaining peaceful
relations with employers.” While I am not
in the habit of quoting the Chicago Tribune,
I feel compelled to refer, as did my colleague,
the junior senator from Illinois, to an edi-
torial which appeared in that paper on No-
vember 22, 1947, and which pointed to the
peaceful relations which had existed between
the newspaper and the typographical union
prior to the Taft-Hartley Act. This editorial,
in pertinent part, reads as follows:

“In 1852, the Chicago Tribune entered into
contractual relationships with the Chicago
Typographical Unlon, No. 16, which has con-
tinued until this day, without intermption
of so much as an hour. * *

“We regret that this record, as a matter of
great pride to us as well as the union, has
now been interrupted, * *

“When the law was under discussion in
Congress, as our readers will recall, we ad-
vised against outlawing the closed shop. We
did so, among other reasons, because we
know that the closed shop worked well in
our plant and had worked well for a half
century or more,

“Congress did not take our advice, * * *

“The Tribune hopes that the present dif-
ficulties will be resolved speedily.”

The experience of this union under the
Taft-Hartley Act is undoubtedly the out-
standing example of the accuracy of the
prediction as to the disruptive effects of the
Taft-Hartley closed shop prohibition. The
Typographical Union has had filed against it
18 charges, 9 complaints, 1 in,unetion suit,
1 contempt action, and 2 damage suits; has
been forced to participate in 8 strikes; and
has been compelled to spend more than $11,-
000,000 to resist the attacks upon its se-
curity.

The impact of the Taft-Hartley Act and
the Taft amendment on union security is
further aggravated by those provisions which
permit stricter State ls.ws on union security
to prevail over the Federal statute., These
provisions result in subjecting employers and
unijons in interstate industries to conflicting
rules regarding these matters in the various
States where they operate. These provisions
create a multiplicity of standards appli-
cable to these employers and unions which
certainly do not promote stability in labor
relations. If we are to have a labor policy
which is national in scope, rather than 48
different labor policies, it behooves us to
supplant any State laws which seek to reg-
ulate or prohibit union security agreements
in Interstate industries in a manner incon-
sistent with whatever policy we may estab-
lish. Either Congress establishes a uniform
Federal policy in this admittedly Federal
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fleld or we should leave the entire matter
of labor legislation to the States.

The prohibition of the closed shop and
other restrictions on union security have
been defended as a protection of the rights
of individual employees. Of course, a good
deal of this solicitude for the individual
worker comes from the same persons who
opposed the Fair Labor Standards Act and
who are now resisting any effort to increase
the minimum wage above 40 cents an hour
although raising this minimum wage would
assist those same individual workers.

I doubt that American workers are fooled
by the clalms of proponents of the Taft-
Hartley Act that it seeks to protect their
individual right to work. My predecessor
in this body, former Senator Ball, was one
of the leading champions of the right to
On May 12, 1947, in the
course of debate on behalf of provisions of
the Taft-Hartley Act designed to eliminate
union security, he stated:

“Mr. President, I think that that is the
real Magna Carta for the American working
men and women, I object to the whole basis
of compulsory membership but I think the
bill is largely going to eliminate compulsory
membership unless the union leadership is
s0 good that a majority of all the employees
want it and will get out and vote for it in
a secret election. Obviously the union lead-
ers—and I heard one of them the other night
make his major argument against this pro-
vision—are quite sure that a majority of
the employees are not going to want it, and
I agree with them. So this provision, in my
opinion, is far more the Magna Carta of
American working men and women than is
the present so-called Wagner Act.”

The statistics of the National Labor Rela-
tions Board, Mr. President, demonstrate that
Senator Ball was never more wrong than
when he made the above statement. These
statistics show that in the secret elections
referred to by Senator Ball, unions won 98.2
percent of the elections and 84 percent of the
eligible voters voted in favor of the union
shop permitted by the act. This would seem
to indicate that practically all employees
want the compulsory union membership to
which he had such violent objection.

Coercion by Unions

Mr, President, the Taft amendment would
drop the Taft-Hartley Act provision inserted
in section 7 which guaranteed to individual
employees the right to refrain from joining a
union. This guarantee was implemented by
the provision in section 8 (b) of the act
which prohibits unions from restraining and
coercing employees in the exercise of the
rights guaranteed by section 7. But what
the Taft amendment takes out from one sec-
tion it reinserts in another section. Thus,
section 8 (b) (1) would be changed to pro-
hibit a union from coercing individual em-
ployees in the exercise.of their right to work.

Such provisions were inserted into the act
with the excuse that they protect the rights
of individual employees. Proponents of such
provisions have always argued that if em-
ployees are to be protected against coercion
by employers, they must also be protected
against coercion by unions. They argue that
since employers must be prohibited from ac-
tivitles which might influence their employ-
ees one way or another in deciding whether
or not to form or join a union, unions should
also be prohibited from such activities. The
mere statement of the proposition demon-
strates its falsity. As the Senate Committee
on Education and Labor stated 13 years ago,
in 1935, when reporting on the original Wag-
ner Act, and I quote: “To say that employees
and labor organizations should be no more
active than employers in the organization of
employees 1s untenable; this would defeat
the very objects of the bill.”

These words are as true today as when
they were spoken. Insertion into an act of
provisions gurranteeing the right to refrain
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from joining unions and prohibiting unions
from coercing employees in the exercise of
such rights, is at cross purposes with a stat-
ute designed to facilitate the formations of
unions and to promote free collective bar-
gaining. The two are completely inconsist-
ent. Long ago the Congress determined, and
the Taft-Hartley Act reaffirmed, that collee-
tive bargaining is necessary to stabilize la-
bor-management relations and to fix fair
standards of working conditions, Employees
and unions must necessarily take positive
action to achieve such collective bargaining,
But employers must be prohibited from any
activities which might possibly interfere with
their employees’ decisions concerning unions.
The Taft amendment, by prohibiting unions
from coercing individual employees in the
exercise of their right to work, is as incon-
sistent as the Taft-Hartley Act. For all prac-
tical purposes the effect on legitimate union
activities 1s the same. If the proponents of
this provision intend no more than to pro-
hibit acts of force, violence, or intimidation,
as they have usually stated, the processes of
loecal police courts are maore appropriate and
immediate than remote Federal surveillance
and the inherent delays of Board proceed-
ings.
Interference with collective bargaining

Still other provisions of the Taft-Hartley
Act which would be retained by the Sena-
tor from Ohio interfere with free collective-
bargaining relationships. Thus, the act dic-
tates to private parties what they can and
cannot put into collective-bargaining agree-
ments on such matters as the check-off, and
health and welfare plans.

Check-cft

The Taft-Hartley Act prohibits the check-
off of union membership dues unless each in-
dividual employee files with the employer
written authorization to him to do so. The
Taft amendment makes this provision even
more restrictive by expressly providing that
the employer may not check-off union fines,
assessments, penalties, or other payments.
Membership dues and initiation fees could
be checked off but only on written authori-
zation of the employee revocable from year
to year.

There {5 no valid excuse for so restricting
what was before the Taft-Hartley Act treated
by employers and unions as an appropriate
subject of voluntary agreement. The check-
off has long been used by management and
the Government to collect various obligations
from workers such as group insurance, com-
pany store hills, taxes, and similar items.
When the Taft-Hartley Act was being consid-
ered, not a single employer testified that the
automatic check-off of union dues created a
condition requiring Federal action. The re-
quirement of individual authorization for
deduction of union membership payments
ignores the fact that when employees form
& union they do so in order to have it speak

for them in dealing with their employer. .

They authorize this union to represent them.
A union could not carry on its essential func-
tions if each individual employee were re-
quired to authorize individually each and
every action of a union.

Health and Welfare Plans

In the field of health and welfare plans
the Taft amendment continues the interfer-
ence of the Taft-Hartley Act with another
appropriate subject of collective bargain-
ing. The Taft-Hartley Act provides crim-
inal penalties if an employer pays money to
employee representatives In connection with
a trust fund established under a collective
bargaining agreement, for the benefit of em-
ployees and their families unless the fund is
for the purpose and is to be administered in
the manner prescribed in the act.

For all practical purposes, the Taft amend-
ment continues these restrictions on health

" and  welfare funds, It malkes only two
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changes: (1) an employer would be permit-
ted to waive the Taft-Hartley requirement
for joint representation in the administra-
tion of any such fund; and (2) the Secretary
of Labor would be required to examine the
agreement establishing the fund and to cer-
tify that it meets the detalled requirements
of the act.

There is no more reason today for impos-
ing such restrictions upon the parties In
bargaining out the terms of health and wel-
fare plans than there was when the Taft-
Hartley Act was first enacted. As the op-
ponents of that act pointed out, honest
appraisal of the record of the administra-
tion of health and welfare plans negotiated
by unions and employers prior to the act
demonstrated that there were no abuses in
this field which warranted the Government
in thus interfering with the processes of
collective bargaining. No evidence has ever
been presented that either union adminis-
tration or the form of the plans was bad.
All evidence indicated that union health and
welfare plans had been administered com-
petently and honestly. There can be no pos-
sible justification for the Government im-

. posing such a restriction on private bargain-

ing rights on the theory that abuses might
oceur in the future.

It is indefensible, too, for the Govern-
ment to discourage bargaining in a field in
which the parties can contribute so signifi-
cantly to the welfare not only of employees
but of the country as a whole. Welfare plans
constitute an important supplement to the
Government's admittedly inadequate old-
age security programs. Instead of making it
difficult for employers and unions to in-
corporate such plans ‘in their collective-
bargaining agreements, it would appear ob-
vious that the Government should do every-
thing possible to encourage them in this
endeavor. Removal of restrictions placed
around bargaining for such plans is an im-
portant first step which the Government
should take in the direction of encouraging
the development of such plans by private
parties. I am sure that my employer friends
would be the first to insist that the Gov-
ernment should not prescribe what should
go Into private contracts. Let us then de-
termine the honesty of their convictions by
omitting from our labor relations law any
dictation by the Government of the terms of
collective-bargaining contracts.

Mutuality of Bargaining

Mr. President, one of the accomplishments
which the able Senator from Ohio claims
for the Taft-Hartley Act, and for which he
would continue to claim credit if his sub-
stitute amendment is adopted, is the pro-
vision requiring unions as well as employers
to bargain collectively. I think we can all

agree with the distinguished Senator, Mr..

President, that is a good thing that both
employers and union should bargain col-
lectively. We ought to bear in mind, how-
ever, just what it is we are agreeing to when
we say that.

It seems to me perfectly clear, Mr. Presi-
dent, that the Senator from Ohio means one
thing when he talks about the obligation
of unions to bargain collectively, while we,
Mr. President, mean something quite dif-
ferent. I do not propose to undertake to
explain the purpose of the amendment of-
fered by my distinguished colleague on the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, the
able Senator from Alabama, in the sponsor-
ship of which I have joined with him and
with six other Senators on both sides of the
aisle on a bipartisan basis. That will, I am
sure, be done by the Senator from Alabama
when we discuss the specific terms of his
amendment. What I want to talk about is
the kind of provision on collective bargaining
supported by the Senator from Ohio. It is
the kind of provision, I think, Mr. President,
we don't want in our Federal labor relations
law,
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The Taft-Hartley Act contains not only a
provision requiring unions to bargain col-
lectively with employers but also a detailed
definition of what constitutes collective bar-
gaining for purposes of the act. Particular
attention should be paid, Mr. President, to
this definition. It consists mainly of a
number of procedural requirements includ-
ing, (1) 60-day written notice to the other
party of proposed termination or modifica-
tion of agreements, (2) an offer to confer
for the purpose of negotiating a new con-
tract, (3) 30-day notification to the Federal
Mediation and Conciliation Service, and (4)
meetings and conferences between the
parties. The act imposes on any employee
who engages in a strike within the. 60-day
period the penaity of loss of his status as
an employee for the purposes of sections
8, 9, 10 unless and until he is reemployed
by the employer. Apparently the Senator
from Ohio has recognized the unfairness of
this penalty for he has dropped it out of
his substitute amendment .

Now there are two things to be noted
about these requirements, Mr. President.
The first is that they lay down rigid proce-
dures which parties must observe on pain
of running afoul of stiff penalties provided
in the act. It is my belief, Mr. President,
that it is a mistake to put collective bar-
gaining in & straitjacket by laying down
hard and fast rules as to the steps thé
parties must take or the steps the parties
should not take.

The second thing we ought to bear in mind.
Mr. President, is that labor unions have been
formed primarily to secure, through collective
bargaining the improvement and protection
of working standards for employees. If we
are interested In the welfare of the great
mass of our people, we should not—we must
not—handicap by arbitrary rules the efforts
of unions to carry out this p

Mr. President, I believe the attent.lcn of
the Senate should be called to a section of
the report flled by members of the Joint
Committee on Labor-Management Relations
pursuant to Senate Concurrent Resolution
10, of which I was one of the signers, in
which the short-sightedness of these pro-
visions to which I have referred and their
harmful effects are made clear. We said
there, and I quote: d

“We share the concern of the Ball com-
mittee over the confusion created by the
legalistic and complicated provisions of sec-
tlon 8 (d). We further find that it opemtes
unfairly against union members. * *

“We find highly significant the trend noted
by the Ball committee, toward short-term
contracts and toward contracts having. no
termination date, ‘the stated reason being
the questionable nature of the right to strike
during a contract term’ (p. 3). This experi-
ence typifies the confusion and insecurity
engendered by the act, and its adverse effect
upon collective bargaining.

- L - . -

“As a result of the inequality of treat-
ment under this section, taken together with
section 8 (b) (2) under which wildeat strik-
ers cannot be disciplined by the union, and
section 301, which provides that unions may
be sued for breach of contract, unions have
been reluctant to negotiate no-strike clauses
in their contracts. Such clauses, if they are
voluntarily agreed to by the parties, are con-
ducive fo good labor relations. Immediately
after passage of the act, the office of the gen-
eral counsel of the American Federation of
Labor recommended, in a bulletin to all lo-
cals, that unions refrain from agreeing to
no-strike clauses in agreements. The generdl
counsel sald:

*“‘We give this advice reluctantly, but the
restriction placed upon labor organizations
unider the new law leaves us no alternative.
(American Federation of Labor, bulletin No.,
1, explaining the Taft-Hartley Act p. 6.)

“In testimony before the Senate Labor
Committee, Nathan P. Feinsinger, professor
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of law at the University of Wisconsin, and
widely known mediator, testified that ‘the
no-strike clause has lost its moral effect and
has become a trading point.’ (Senate hear-
ings on S. 249, p. 2571.)

“We note that the peculiarly discrimina-
tory disqualifieation of workers who go on
strike in viclation of this provision has been
abandoned by certain sponsors of the act,
and that it has been omitted from the amend-
ments to S. 249 offered by the authors of
the minority report thereon (minority views,
p. 27).

“We helieve, however, that even with this
concession the existing provision is overcom-
plex, and that the 60-day notice periocd is
unduly long.”

Secondary boycotis

Turning now to one of the most important
aspects of the problem before us, I should
like to emphasize, Mr. President, that the
Taft-Hartley Act sweepingly prohibits all
forms of secondary boycotts without at-
tempting to distinguish between those which
are justifiable and those which are not. In
addition to this indiscriminate prohibition,
the act further provides for triple penalties
against those unions which engage in such
forms of union activity. What are these
three penalties? (1) The union is subject to
a broad cease and desist order; (2) the union
is subject to a court injunction pending the
bhoard's final adjudication of the cases, and
application to the courts for a temporary
restraining order or injunction is mandatory
on the board; and (3) the union is subject
to damage suits by any person suffering in-
jury in his person or property. The Taft
amendment retains all of the Taft-Hartley
Act’s prohibitions on secondary boycotts with
two exceptions: (1) a secondary boycott is
permitted against work transferred from a
struck plant, and (2) the provision for the
mandatory injunction is eliminated, but in-
Junctions at the discretion of the board are
continued.

Mr. President, as of February 1, 1949, in-
junctions had been sought in 33 cases in-
volving the secondary-boycott provisions of
the Taft-Hartley Act. This is but a small
percentage, however, of the number of cases
in which secondary-boycott charges have
been made and in which the possibility of the
issuance of an injunction has hung over
legitimate union activity.

One of the few secondary-boycott cases
which has finally been decided by the Board
illustrates the evils of the secondary-boycott
provisions of the Taft-Hartley Act., I refer
to the Wadsworth Building Co. case. In this
case a building contractor used the products
of a manufacturer of prefabricated houses
who refused to deal with the carpenters’
union. The carpenters picketed the con-
tractor and placed his name on an unfair
list. In addition, as a result of the activi-
ties of the union one union carpenter left
the employment of the contractor.

A year before the Board took action on
this case the activities complained of had
been enjolned. The decision of the Board,
and the injunction which was issued in an-
ticipation of it, state in effect that an em-
ployer who cooperates with another to under-
mine conditions of employment established
by collective bargaining is immune from
peaceful economie pressure of & union. The
action of the Board and the court in this
case means that even a so-called product
boycott is outlawed by the act. For what was
here involved was a refusal by workers to
handle a product which had been fabricated
under unfair conditions. The decision of
the Board announced that the right of peace-
ful picketing in furtherance of a secondary
boycott is not protected by the right of free
speech contained in the Taft-Hartley Act.
Under this decision, a request in writing by
& unlon urging others not.to patronize an
unfair employer is not permitted as a form
of free speech. The decision holds that an
effort to induce a single cmployee to leave
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an establishment is illegel as a form of con-
certed activities. Finally, this decision -in-
volves the application of the Federal legisla-
tive power to a local construction project.

The secondary-boycott provisions of the
Taft-Hartley Act, Mr. President, have given
rise to the unique situation of the Board
applying a test to determine its jurisdiction
in secondary boycott cases which differs from
that applied in other types of cases. In a
recent case the Board declined jurisdiction
over a plastering contractor who had been
charged with an unfair labor practice on the
ground that his activities were essentially
local and had only a remote and unsubstan-
tial effect on interstate commerce. The
Chairman of the Board stated, however, that
if the same case had involved a secondary
boycott the Board could not have exercised
similar discretion to decline jurisdiction.
As stated by another member of the Board,
who disagreed with the Chairman: “If the
employer commits an unfair labor practice
the employees are left without redress;
whereas, if the union violates section 8 (b)
(4) (A), the employer is afforded plenary
rellef.”” While the Chairman said he reached
the conclusion he did reluctantly, he had no
choice under the provisions of the Taft-
Hartley Act. The modifications of the sec-
ondary-boycott provisions proposed by the
Taft amendments do not, Mr, President,
cure this situation at all.

The secondary boycott provisions of the
Taft-Hartley Act, Mr, President, have been
used to restrain unions from activities which
have long been recognized as justifiable in
order to preserve their own existence and the
gains made by collective bargaining. Act-
tivities such as enlisting the aid of other
unions in disputes with employers; efforts to
induce employers to cease doing business with
other employers who pay wages lower than
those established in -collective-bargaining
agreements; and even the rendering of assist-
ance to fellow members of an affiliated union.

It is recognized, Mr. President, that there
are certain secondary boycotts which are un-
justifiable because they prevent or interfere
with free collective bargaining. Employers
and the public should be protected against
these types of activities. The Thomas bill,
accordingly, makes it an unfair labor practice
for a union to cause or attempt to cause em-
ployees to engage In a secondary boycott or
a strike:

(1) To compel an employer to bargain with
one union:

(a) If another has been certified by the
Board, or

(b) If the employer is required by an order
of the Board to bargain with another union,
or

(e) If the employer has a contract with
another union and a question of representa-
tion cannot appropriately be raised.under the
act; or

(2) To compel an employer to assign par-
ticular work tasks contrary to an award issued
by the Board under that section of the hill
relating to the determination of jurisdictional
disputes.

You will note, Mr. President, that the
Thomas bill avoids the use of the blanket
prohibition of all types of secondary hoy-
cott such as is contained in the Taft-Hartley
Act and which would be retained under the
Taft amendments. The Thomas bill properly
defines the types and purposes of those strikes
and boycotts that are to be prohibited.

Jurisdictional Disputes

A union activity, Mr. President, which is
recognized by all to present a real problem is
the jurisdictional dispute. The Taft-Hartley
Act, however, in prohibiting this type of ac-
tivity is not limited to disputes between
unions, but enlarges the traditional concept
of jurisdictional disputes by including the
assignmeirt of work tasks to particular trades,
crafts or classes. The Taft-Hartley Act thus
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makes it virtually impossible for a unlon to
protect itself from employer attempts to
undermine it by assigning work tasks to un-
organized employees, The Taft-Hartley Act
further empowers the Board to hear and
determine disputes giving rise to jurisdic-
tional strikes or boycotts. The testimony of
the Chairman of the Board, however, indi-
cates that there has been little use of this
procedure because of the delays involved.
He stated also that there is some doubt -
among the Board’s lawyers as to its legality
because of the failure of the act to provide
any standards for the determination of such
disputes.

The committee bill, Mr. President, achieves
the objective recommended by the President
in this state of the Union message in that it
provides machinery for the final and peace-
ful settlement of jurisdictional disputes and
prohibits strikes and boycotts in furtherance
of such disputes. The bill, however, limits
its coverage in this respect to genuine juris-
dictiondl diputes; namely, those over work
tasks between two or more unions. The
Board is given jurisdiction over a jurisdic-
tional dispute when it results in or threatens
to result in a strike or boycott and when it
affects commerce. The Board must afford the
unions a reasonable opportunity to settle the
dispute themselves. If the dispute is not so
settled, the Board may either hear and deter-
mine the dispute itself and issue an award,
or it may appoint an arbitrator to do so. Cer-
tain statutory guides which the Board or
arbitrator must follow in making the award
are set out in the bill,

The procedure set out in the Thomas bill
has been described by the Chairman of the
Board as offering advantages not only to em-
ployers and unions, but also to the public and
the Government. These advantages may best
be described in Mr. Herzog's own words, as
stated before our committee (pt. 1, p. 123):

“The most Important single feature is
probably the procedure for settling jurisdie-
tional disputes. That procedure offers the
following advantages to employers, unions,
the public, and the Government:

“{1) The proceeding can be instituted at
8 stage when the strike or boycitt is merely
threatened, but has not yet materialized.
(See the proposed sec. 9 (d).) Strife may
thus be prevented at an early and critical
period. (2) Any party interested in the dis-
pute may resort to the Board for settlement.
This opens up an avenue of peaceful solu-
tion not only for the aggrieved labor organi-
zation but for the employer, who may well
be the innocent victim of an interunion feud.
(3) The parties are afforded a reasonable time
to resolve the dispute themselves, even after
the proceeding has been instituted. At this
point, voluntary settlement, rather than
Government-imposed determination, would
probably be the choice of many disputants.
The Board would, of course, welcome such
solution, just as it welcomes consent agree-
ments in its other proceedings. (4) The mere
availability of the procedure may often be
sufficient to achieve industrial peace in this
fleld without the intervention of Govern-
ment.

“Three other aspects of the settlement
procedure are of particular interest to the
Board, in that each would tend to lighten
the Board’s burden in this new and difficult
fleld of governmental operation:

“I might add that these are features which
are not present, as we read them, in the
present statute.

“First, the Board would have discretion
to determine whether or not the dispute
should be arbitrated. This would seem to
be particularly valuable if it should develop,
at any stage of the proceeding, that the dis-
pute is truly a representation controversy.
Upon such discovery, the Board would dis-
continue the arbitration proceeding and treat
the case as if it had been instituted by a
petition for certification under section 9
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(¢)—that is, determine a bargaining unit
and proceed to an election if appropriate.
“That is the last sentence of section 8 (d)
of the Thomas bill appearing on page 9, lines
8 through 7, if the committee cares to lock
t it.
o “Second, unlike the LMRA, this section
provides standards to guide the Board or
the arbitrator in making a determination.
While the same criteria that serve as the
starting point in arbitration proceedings by
parent federations are made available as
standards, other specific guides may also be
followed if necessary. Those standards are
also set forth in section 9 (d), as I read it,
and they run from page 8, line 10 through
line 20, of the substituted Thomas bill (S.

“Third, * * * we mote that this b
mit the Board to designate arbi-
g::teorgfr skilled in the fleld of jurisdictional
disputes, rather than attempt to handle
these matters directly itself.”
" The senior Senator from Ohio has seen
fit to include these procedures in his amend-
ment. His amendment, however, continues
the Taft-Hartley injustice of enlarging the
description of jurisdictional disputes to in-
clude the assignment of work tasks to par-
ticular trades, crafts, or classes.

Injunctions

No subject, Mr. President, is more impor-
tant in this discussion than the problem
of the labor injunction. It was thought, of
course, that the Norris-LaGuardia Act of 1942
had effectively laid to rest the use of in-
junctions in labor disputes. After years of
judicial oppression, labor heaved a sigh of
relief because this act created what one
spokesman (the late AFL counsel, Joseph
Padway) described as a “protective shield
against invasion of rights that always be=
longed to labor.” In 1947, however, the di-
rection of our labor policy was reversed by
the Taft-Hartley Act and the use of Federal
4njunctions in labor disputes was resurrected
and made an even more oppressive weapon by
requiring the Government to act as the agent
of employers in seeking preliminary injunc-
tions against unions.

The injunction provision in the Taft-
Hartley Act which is most one-sided and de-
gtructive to legitimate union objectives is
that which requires the Board to proceed
against the union in every case involving
secondary boycotts and jurisdictional dis-
putes. I am glad to say that the senior
Senator from Ohio early during the com-
mittee hearings on 8. 249, recognized the un-
fairness of this mandatory provision and
conceded that it should be eliminated from
the new labor bill. The Taft amendment
accordingly has eliminated this requirement.
The present provision, although removed
from the field of controversy, demonstrates
the punitive character of the Taft-Hartley
Act, so much of which would be retained
by the Taft amendment.

The Taft amendment, however, would re-
tain the use of injunctions, at the discre-
tion of the Board and notwithstanding the
provision of the Norris-LaGuardia Act, in
the case of any unfair labor practice, Such
injunctions would be available against em-
ployers as well as unions. If the experience
under the similar provision of the Taft-
Hartley Act is a criferion, however, we may
expect that such injunctions will be sought
more frequently in the case of union unfair
practices. Under the provision of the Taft-
Hartley Act giving the Board discretion in
seeking injunctions only two cases Wwere
brought against employers as compared to
gix against unions.

. The fact that these injunctions may be
sought in the case of employer unfair prac-
tices as well as union unfair practices is
pointed to by proponents of the Taft amend-
ment as evidence of an intention to treat
employers and unions alike, I am not im-
pressed by this fact, however, since the use
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of injunctions in labor disputes is inherently
one-sided. They are much more effective
against unions than employers since the ef-
fectiveness of the economic weapons of
unions, more so than those of employers, de-
pends upon their use at strategic moments.
I am o to the Board, or any Board
agent, having the power to tip the scales
in favor of employers by exerclsing the dis-
cretion to seek an injunction as authorized
by the Taft amendment.

Preliminary injunctions, Mr. President,
under the Taft amendment, are issued after
A BUmmary ing which is In no sense
a determination of the merits of the case.
When you realize that the seeking of an in-
junction in a labor dispute is not the tradi-
tional one of maintaining the status quo,
but is used to upset the existing situation
by stopping the picketing, striking, or boy-
cotting and returning the parties to the
working relationship which provoked the
labor dispute you will agree that this sum-
mary nature of injunction proceedings is
particularly objectionable. In theory in-
junctions are for the purpose of affording
temporary rellef pending the adjudication
of the case by the Board. In reality, in most
cases they effectively and finally determine
the outcome of the dispute. The lapse of
time between the issuance of an injunction
and a final adjudication by the Board of
the merits of the case does irreparable dam-
age to a union. If, after a complete hearing
of all the facts in the case, the Board de-
termines that no unfair practice has been
committed by the union, there is no possible
way to undo the damage done to the union
by the court's restraint of the picketing,
strike, or boycott.

The seeking of the injunction provided by
the Taft amendment, as I stated before, is
not mandatory but it is left to the discretion
of the Board. What has been our experience
with the so-called permissive injunction pro=
vided by the Taft-Hartley Act? Under that
act, Mr. President, authority to seek such
injunctions is delegated to the general coun=
gel. Soon after the act became law the gen-
eral counsel announced that he considered
this authority to be a very sacred trust to be
used sparingly and only “where either a large
segment of the public welfare is in danger
or where life and property are seriously and
in reality threatened or where there is a
principle involved that will result in sub-
stantial and widespread Irreparable damage
or injury of more than a merely private
nature.” These are very high-sounding
words, Mr. President, but let us consider some
of the pressing issues which led the general
counsel to use this sacred trust. One case
involved the retail meat departments of 11
A & P stores out of the 5,000 stores which
comprise the national chain. The sacred
trust was resorted to in the ITU case on the
ground that “there would be paralysis in the
newspaper industry,” although newspapers
printed by substitute methods had continued
to reach readers in the Chicago area despite
a strike that had been in progress for over a
year. In another case there were involved
the operators of an independent motor car-
rier doing a small volume of Interstate work,
and in a companion case there had been a
temporary cessation of deliveries to the ship-
ping dock of one store of the large Mont-
gomery Ward chain. Did any of these cases
involve danger to “a large segment of the
public welfare,” or “substantial and wide-
spread irreparable damage or injury of more
than a merely private nature”? I say, Mr.
President, that the injunction is too power-
ful a weapon to be used in the indiscriminate
fashion in which it was used in the above
cases, and I am opposed to placing this dis-
cretionary power in any administrative
agency in this field even if it should be re-
garded as a sacred trust. We have therefore
eliminated these provislons in the Thomas
bill,
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Damage Suits

You will recall, Mr. President, while I was
discussing the Taft-Hartley Act's indiserimi-
nate prohibition of secondary boycotts, I
pointed out that one of the penalties was that
of subjecting unions to suits in Federal courts
for damages sustained by any person because
of such union activities., The act also pro-
vides that unions may sue and be sued in
Pederal courts for damages for breach of con-
tract. In both instances these suits may be
brought without regard to the amount in
controversy or to the citizenship of the
parties.

Doubts have been expressed by some of the
lawyers who appeared before the committee
as to the constitutionality of making a breach
of a labor agreement subject to suit in Fed=-
eral courts regardless of the amount involved
or the diversity of citizenship of the parties
involved. Not being a lawyer, I will not at-
tempt to discuss this phase. There are,
moreover, sufficient other reasons to object
to these provisions. As Mr, William H. Davis
sald with respect to them in his testimony
before the committee, and I guote:

“I do not know whether it is unconstitu-
tional or not. I think it is wholly unneces=-
sary and I am against it. I think it Is un-
constitutional. I am sure it is un-American,
and it is unnecessary, and altogether, in my
opinion, in a vengeful spirit.”

Everybody seems to agree that the purpose
of labor relations legislation should be the
encouragement of collective bargaining. All
agree on the desirability and necessity of
promoting industrial peace. It seems to me,
Mr. President, that these objectives require
a close and friendly relationship between
labor and management and a willingness on
the part of both to make concessions in order
to reach a meeting of the minds. I can think
of nothing which would tend more to dis-
courage this relationship than for the parties
to become antagonists in a court. I can
think of no provision which has less place
in a labor relations statute than one which
facilitates and encourages labor and manage=
ment to look to the courts to settle their
grievances.

Sound labor relations are basically sound
human relations between employers and em=-
ployers. Agreementis between them are
fundamentally based on good faith. This
has been well stated by an authority in this
field, Archibald Cox, of Harvard Law School,
and I should like to quote him, He said:

“It would be unfortunate if there should
develop any strong tendency to look to the
Federal courts to settle questions concern-
ing the interpretation and application of col=
lective-bargaining agreements. A collective
agreement is most workable when it is
treated as a constitutional instrument or
basic statute charging an administrative au-
thority with the day-to-day application of
general aims. The determination of dis-
putes arising during this process is more a
matter of creating new law than of con-
struing the provisions of a tightly drawn
document. Few judges are equipped for this
task by experience or insight; in addition,
they would be hampered by the restrictions
and delays of legal doctrine and court pro-
cedure. Wider voluntary use of arbitration
offers a more promising method of settling
such disputes.,” (Cox, Some Aspects of the
Labor-Management Relations Act, 1947; 51
Harv. L. Rev. 1,274, 305.)

The committee bill, Mr. President, con-
tains no similar provislon. It proceeds on
the basis suggested by Mr. Cox, namely, to
encourage the parties to resort to peacefut
negotiations and arbitration to settle dis-
putes. The Taft amendments, on the other
hand, retain these punitive provisions but
would place them in title I as a part of the
National Labor Relations Act, a particularly
incongruous plaee for them in view of the
policy expressed in its first secticn of that
law of encouraging the practice and pro-
cedure of collective bargaining.
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Conciliation Service

The conciliation or mediation services of
the Government, Mr. President, raise another
point of issue under the Taft-Hartley Act,
Until 1947 these services were in the Depart-
ment or T-abor. They had been there for 30
to 40 years. So far as I have heen able to
ascertain from sifting the recent testimony
before the Senate Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, this service had functioned
effectively in the Department of Labor dur-
ing this entire period.

As all of us know, however, the Conciliation
Bervice was nevertheless wiped out by the
Taft-Hartley Act and re-created as an inde-
pendent agency of the Government. This
was done then, presumably, because some
employers and some of my distinguished col-
leagues considered the Conciliation Service
a partial agency of Government—partial
tcward labor because the Service was in the
Department of Labor, and responsible to a
Cabinet officer, the Secretary of Labor. Yet
to my knowledge there was no reliable evi-
dence—no concrete facts, no history of abuse
or mismanagement—to support this legis-
lative actlon.

Now, after 2 years of independent opera-

tion of the Mediation Service, the Commis-
slon on Organization of the Executive Branch
of the QGovernment, the so-called Hoover
Commission, has, after prolonged and de-
tailed study, established with the greatest
good sense a fundamental principle that
independent agencies of the Government
should be sheltered within major executive
departments, reporting to the President
through the appropriate Cabinet officer.
" In spite of this sound recommendation,
some distinguished Members of the Senate
continue to advocate the independence of
conciliation services. Among these dis-
tinguished Senators is the able Senator from
Oregon [Mr., Morsg], During debate the
other day, he said independence was re-
guired because some employers still felt that
these services would be partial if performed
through the Department of Labor. He em-
phasized, however. his conviction that none
of the officials of the Department of Labor
is partial, and, if I interpret his remarks
correctly, that they are, on the contrary,
impartial public servants of highest compe-
tence. At the same time he has called for
proof that the present independent service
has been anything but impartial In any of
its operations.

It appears to me that the able Senator from
Oregon has overlooked the real point in issue
here. This point is that the United States
Conciliation Service was abolished as an arm
of the Department of Labor without any
proof whatever of partiality. It was given
an Iindependent status in complete disre-
gard for established principles of Govern-
ment administration. It seems to me that
the Issue is not one of partiality at any stage
but solely an issue of sound administration,

The Thomas bill would reestablish the
Coneclliation Service in the Department of
Labor squarely upon the grounds of govern-
mental efficlency, because no matter where
the Conciliation Service functions it must be
impartial to be successful. We make no
more contention of partiality on the part of
the present independent agency than does
the Senator from Oregon with respect to the
Department of Labor. We are, however,
directly and seriously concerned on the
merits with the question of enabling the
executive branch of our Government to fune-
tion in the best possible manner in the pub-
Hc interest. It is an obvious principle of
organization, Mr. President, that functions
must be grouped under responsible leaders
who in turn are directly responsible to the
Chief Executive. If we scatter and divide
these functions and create many leaders, we
will, and in many cases already have, placed
impossible burdens of direction, coordina-
tion, and guidance upon the President.
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Within a Federal Department, just as with-
in the executive branch as a whole, 1t is
essential that the principles of good admin-
istration be observed. Returning the Con-
ciliation Service to the Department of Labor
will enable it to function more effectively
because it will be once again closely working
with other Federal labor bureaus.

Let me illustrate: Last fall we had a mari-
time strike in which one of the chief ob-
stacles to peaceful settlement was a ques-
tion of so-called clock overtime under the
Fair Labor Standards Act, administered in
the Department of Labor. The Director of
Mediation and Conelliation asked the Sec-
retary of Labor to arrange for such assur-
ances to the partles as would effectively settle
this issue. These assurances were given and
as a result the strike was settled. The Sec-
retary of Labor is not responsible to the
Director of Mediation and Conciliation and
the Director is not responsible to the Secre-
tary. Here was an Important wage issue in
the labor fleld in which two independent
agencles of the Government were involved,
and yet neither could command the coop-
eration of the other. A smaller man than
the present Secretary of Labor might well
have said to the Director: “It is your re-
sponsibility, not mine, to settle these labor
disputes under the present law. That is
your problem, not mine. I'm sorry, but
you'll have to take this matter to the Presi-
dent,” If such a course of action were
pursued, and it might well have been, the
President himself would have been forced to
enter and settle the dispute.

Our objective, Mr, President, however, is to
prevent such situations from arising in our
Government to the embarrassment of offi-
cials and to the detriment of the public in-
terest. It Is our sincere desire to improve
the services of Government through proper
organization. The Conciliation Service
needs, and utilized while it was in the De-
partment of Labor, the various services and
facilities which the Department of Labor
possesses in the field of Government labor
functions. These include, to cite some ex-
amples, information and assistance on labor
laws, statistical research, employment, and
apprenticeship problems, and the employ-
ment of women. These services become im-
mediately available for the prevention or
settlement of disputes when the Conciliation
Service is in the Department of Labor,
Where the dispute is to be settled by an in-
dependent agency, however, all of these
services are avallable at sufferance,

There has been a lot of talk, Mr, President,
about what employers think concerning the
impartiality of the Department of Labor,
This is presented as a crux of the argument
by the able Senator from Oregon. He has
expressed the opinfon that there is some-
thing special about conciliation which re-
quires primary consideration to be given not
to the true facts of the situation but to the
misconception of some groups. I submit,
Mr. President, with all due respect for the
Benator from Oregon, that misconceptions
provide an unsound basis for legislation. I
am sure, and I believe that the facts will
bear me out, that some employers think
that the Wage and Hour Division and the
Bureau of Labor Statistics should not be in
the Department of Labor, because these em-
ployers regard the Department of Labor as a
partial agency. It may be that some of the
Senators equally believe that because these
agencies serve or affect émployers, every step
should be taken to allay the fears of these
employers by creating additional independ-
ent agencies. I do not, and I am confident
that a majority of the Senators do not, share
this view. It was, however, this very phi-
losophy, this extreme and untoward defer-
ence to the thoughts of employers, which
caused the Eightieth Congress to strip the
Department of Labor of its functions and
its funds.
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I know that the Senator from Oregon is
sincere when he says on this floor that he is
a friend of the Department of Labor and
wishes to see its functions rebuilt. He says,
however, that this should not be done
through reestablishing the Conciliation Serv=
ice in the Department of Labor. There are
other Benators, perhaps, who, when the issue
arises, may take a similar stand with respect
to other functions sought to be more effec-
tively discharged through the Department of
Labor. If we take counsel of such reserva-
tions, Mr. President, solely upon the basis
of what employers may think, I very much
fear that the public interest alone will suffer.

For these sound reasons, Mr. President, I
am convineed as to the merits for the need
of carrying out the specific provisions of the
Democratic platform by restoring the Con-
ciliation Service to the Department of Labor.

National Emergencies

The provisions of the Taft-Hartley Act,
dealing with disputes which imperil the na-
tlonal health and safety, are concerned, Mr.
President, with the most difficult problem
we have to cope with in the field of labor re-
lations legislation. How are we to protect
our people from real calamities serlously en-
dangering their health and safety and at the
same time defend this basic democratic free-
dom of workers, unions, and employers?
This is the question we have to face up to,
Mr. President, in this field.

The American people were led to believe
that the procedures provided in the Taft-
Hartley Act for handling such disputes would
protect them when their health or safety was
endangered. The facts do not bear this out.
In four of the six cases in which their pro-
cedures were used—atomic energy, longshore
(east coast), longshore (west coast), and
maritime (east coast)—they falled to ward
off strikes and it was only as a result of col-
lective bargaining, aided by Government con=-
cillation, rather than compulsion, that set=
tlements were reached.

At the same time, the democratic freedom
of workers and unions have been jeopardized
by the Injunctions they have had Issued
against them. I know these injunctions were
tem » Mr, President. The important
thing is, however, that they resulted in Gov-
ernment compulsion against the workers and
against the unlon. We must find something
better than Taft-Hartley injunction to use
in case of real national emergency.

It is clear that the Taft amendment deal-
ing with so-called national emergency dis-
putes retains substantially all of the bad
features of the Taft-Hartley Act. What
changes in that act does it make? The basic
framework is retained, but emergency boards
appointed by the President to investigate the
facts in such disputes would be allowed to
make recommendations, the B0-day walting
period enforced by injunction would be re-
duced to €60 days, the provision for em-
ployee vote on the employers’ last offer would
be eliminated and court-ordered seizure
would be added to the injunction as a sanec-
tion to enforce the 60-day walting period.
Now these are important concessions, Mr.
President. The Senator from Ohio is pro-
posing substantial changes in his act. Nev-
ertheless, the basic framework remains the
same—complicated procedure, emphasis on
Government compulsion to force settlements
rather than agreements reached through col-
lective bargaining, and the coercive power
of the Government directed mainly against
unions. i

It has been demonstrated conclusively, Mr.
Presildent, that such procedures cannot
achieve their objective. The use of injunc-
tions to secure cooling-off periods merely in=
flame a dispute instead of promoting its set-
tlement. The union and the employees feel
that the powers of the Government are be-
ing used to break their strike and that the
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Government is siding with the employer, Ex-
perience also demonstrates that an injunc-
tion merely tends to delay, rather than fa-
cilitate, settlement of the dispute. As the
Conciliation Service reported, the parties who
are subjected to an injunction lose their
sense of urgency and tend to relax their ef-
forts to reach a settlement. They walit for
the next deadline date, the discharge of the
injunction, to spur them to renewed efforts.
In most instances the efforts of the service to
encourage the parties to bargain during an
injunction period with a view to an early set-
tlement, fell on deaf ears. Injunctions do
not and cannot in themselves settle labor dis-
putes. What they do is compel workers to
continue working for private employees with-
out imposing any comparable obligation upon
the employer. Such a procedure involves a
one-sided compulsion which certainly cannot
be considered as contributing to the im-
provement of the relationship between the
parties to the dispute.

Political Contributions

The Taft amendment retains in substance
still another feature of the Taft-Hartley
Act., This is the provision which prohibits
poltical contributions by unions and corpo-
rations. The only change which the Taft
amendment makes is to eliminate the word
“expenditure” from this section. Such a
provision has no place in a labor-relations
statute. The subject matter of the provi-
slon deals with questions of public policy
which are outside of the proper scope of
labor-management legislation. If any such
provision is appropriate, it should be in-
corporated in a general statute applied to
all forms of organizations. The provision
as it stands in the Taft-Hartley Act, and
as it would be retained under the Taft
amendment, would apply only to labor
unions and corporations. Proponents of the
prohibition state that the rights of minority
members in unions should be protected
against possible diversion of their dues to
the support of political candidates they do
not favor. Assuming this to be true, the
same protection should be afforded members
of other types of organization, such as trade
associations, farmers, veterans' groups, and
other associations. There is no justification
for discriminating against unions on such a
matter, and such a provision has no place
in a labor-management-relations act.

The Implications of the Taft-Hartley Law

My discussion of the specific proposals
made by Senator Tarr makes it clear that
the program he now suggests will give us no
more assurance of a successful labor-man=-
agement-relations policy than the one he
gave us 2 years ago. To sum up my charges
against the Taft-Hartley law, let me remind
you that I have established the following
facts:

1. The Wagner Act was successful; it was
operating satisfactorily. The Taft-Hartley
law was designed to meet a danger that did
not exist.

2. The Taft-Hartley law, conceived in error,
did not produce the good pattern of indus-
trial relations which its authors claimed for
it. It did not create industrial peace; it did
not put labor and management on an equal
footing; it did not even prevent pro-Commu-
nists from receiving collective-bargaining
recognition, as witness the fact that an open
Communist can disavow his party affiliation

one day and file afidavits permitting him to
+ come before the National Labor Relations
Board the next day.

3. Unsuccessful though It was in estab-
lishing a favorable industrial-relations at-
mosphere, the Taft-Hartley law did succeed
in creating industrial-relations chaos. Rela-
tionships satisfactory for many years were
destroyed; in other cases such satisfactory
relationships had to be continued by under-
the-table agreements between labor and
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management, in which there was tacit avold-
ance or open flouting of the law.

4. For the first time in our peacetime his-
tory the Government has been embroiled in
the substance of collective bargaining. As
I have indicated, the place of the Govern-
ment in the collective-bargaining process is
to create a favorable atmosphere and to
protect the rights of the parties rather than
to tell those parties what they may agree to
and what they may not agree to.

The failure is obvious. The question be-
fore us is what is to be done. The admin-
istration bill fundamentally restores the
Wagner Act. It is hoped that the atmos-
phere of free collective bargaining can once
more be established without having suf-
fered any permanent damage due to the
irresponsible experiment of the past 2 years.
Labor relations under the Wagner Act were
better handled by far than they are at pres-
ent, or than they would be under the amend-
ments proposed by the Senator from Ohio.
To those people who fear that unions will
hurt our economy, as they have never done
before, I reply by quoting from a book which
is the basic economic text of the prophet of
free enterprise, Adam Smith. In book I,
chapter 8, of The Wealth of Nations, Smith,
writing in the year our independence was
established, stated:

“We rarely hear * * * of the combi-
nations of masters, though frequently of
those of workmen. But whoever imagines,
upon this account, that masters rarely com-
bine, is as ignorant of the world as of the
subject. Masters are always and everywhere
in a sort of tacit but constant and uniform
combination, not to raise the wages of labor.
* * * To violate this combination is
everywhere a most unpopular action and a
sort of reproach to a master among his neigh-
bors and equals. * * * Masters, too,
sometimes enter into particular combinations
to sink the wages of labor. * * *

“Such combinations, however, are fre-
quently resisted by a contrary defensive com-
bination of the workmen, who sometimes,
too, without any provocation of this kind,
combine of their own accord to raise the
price of their labor. Their usual pretenses
are sometimes the high price of provisions;
sometimes the great profit which their mas-
ters make by their work. But whether their
combinations be offensive or defensive, they
are always abundantly heard of. In order
to bring the point to a speedy decision, they
have always recourse to the loudest clamor,
and sometimes to the most shocking vio-
lence and outrage. They are desperate, and
act * *. * [to] * * * frighten thelir
masters into an immediate compliance with
their demands.

“The masters upon these occasions are just
as clamorous upon the other side and never
cease to call aloud for the assistance of the
civil magistrate, and the rigorous execution
of those laws which have been enacted with
s0 much severity against combinations of
®* * * Jlaborers and journeymen."”

One of the great authorities I have cited
before, Dr. William M. Leiserson, after citing
the paragraphs I have read, rarned us against
changing the Wagner Act. He sald:

“Like Adam Smith, however, we must not
be misled by the clamor of those who have
been masters. The picture is not as dark as
they paint it. No employer has gone to jail
for violating the Labor Relations Act, but
workers are still going to jail for their ‘unfair
labor practices,’ for disorderly conduct in con-
nection with strikes, for mass picketing, as
well as for the violence they resort to in
desperate efforts to bring their disputes to a
speedy decision.”

What is necessary in order to build a sound
labor-relations policy, in addition to rein-
stating the spirit of the Wagner Act, is fairly
simple: We must give the working people in
the United States the opportunity to achieve
the standard of living which they deserve in
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view of our productive capacity. The Taft-
Hartley law was passed because there were
many strikes in 1946 after price control was
repealed. The chart I displayed the other
day, prepared by the Department of Labor's
Bureau of Labor Statistics, shows how real
earnings of the American worker went down
beginning with the middle of 1946. Is it any
wonder that a wave of strikes resulted?
Surely a labor-relations policy would be bet-
ter directed toward raising those real wages
back to their earlier levels, rather than arti-
ficially clamping down on the rights of the
people who struck in retaliation against the
economic blows they suffered in 1946. Surely
it would be better to raise the minimum
wage to 75 cents an hour so as to give some
measure of security to the underprivileged,
without whose economic freedom none of us
is secure. The question of obtaining a satis-
factory labor-relations policy, therefore, is
broader than the question of labor relations
itself. Our first step is to restore the freedom
to bargain collectively. Our second step is
to insure that our economic system will
serve the people in their freedom.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President,
how much time have we left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised by the Parliamen-
tarian that the Senator from Utah has
7 minutes left.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President,
in the debate of yesterday I think we
sufficiently covered all points in regard to
the Taft amendment. We covered them
to such an extent that I can say quite
truthfully that if the Taft amendment
prevails we shall not have a new law at
all, despite the fact that there are 28
changes, because the Taft amendment
would retain the entire spirit and theory
of the Taft-Hartley Act.

Therefore, Mr, President, it will be in
order and it will be proper for us appro-
priately to name the act. The bill which
is before us is called the Labor Relations
Act of 1949. That name should not re-
main if the Taft amendment prevails.
It should be called what the Taft-Hart-
ley Act was called, with a change in the
year. It should be called the Labor-
Management Relations Act of 1949,
Probably a better name for it would be
the Taft Act of 1949. Amendments to
the title will be in order and will prob-
ably be offered at the appropriate time
if the Taft amendment is adopted.

Mr. President, in justice to everyone
and to the REecorp, it should be pointed
out that the first of the Baldwin amend-
ments is an amendment reaching in the
right direction; but, as we said yesterday,
I doubt very much whether, if it should
become a part of the law, it would do
what the provision in what is called the
Thomas bill would do in regard to the
supremacy of Federal law in interstate
cases. Each Senator will vote as he sees
fit. Of course, I shall vote for the Bald-
win amendment. It tends away from
what the Taft amendment tries to do.
It tends toward what we think is the
proper theory in regard to Federal con-
trol in this field. But Senators must
vote their convictions upon that amend-
ment.

Now for a closing statement. Let me
say in all seriousness that the Taft-
Hartley Act has done such great injury
to the labor movement that if it had
happened that we had had hard times
or a depression in the past 2 years the
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act could have been used, and would
have been used, to destroy the labor
movement in the United States. I say
that in all seriousness. If the Taft
amendment prevails and becomes the law
in place of the Taft-Hartley Act, which
is now the law of the land, and if we
come upon hard times, if we move into
a period of unemployment, if we move
into a type of living in which employ-
ment becomes hard, then, of course, a
movement will be made toward destroy-
ing the wage scale, and the best way to
destroy a wage scale is to destroy a union.

When I say that, I am citing history,
Already in the United States, wherever
there has been an economic tendency
toward a depression and toward unem-
ployment, wherever there has been a
surplus of labor, crafty employers who
have not properly thought through the
economic question have already used the
force, which Government gives them by
being on their side, to bring about a de-
struction of unions and to bring about a
condition in which laboring persons lose
their pay so far as present standards are
concerned. That will continue, as surely
as hard times come, and as surely as un-
employment reaches any considerable
proportions.

There is still one chance to save the
bill. I trust that the Taft amendment
will be voted down. If it is voted down,
despite the fact that we suffer discour-
agement and despite the fact that the bill
as it stands today, with the changed title,
is, as I said yesterday a bad bill, if we can
defeat the Taft amendment we can in
conference make a halfway decent law.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Utah has one additional
minute { he cares to use it.

Mr, IVES. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Ohio yield to me?

Mr. TAFT. I yield to the Senator
from New York.

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New
York thanks the Senator from Ohio very
much. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How
much time does the Senator from Ohio
yield?

Mr. TAFT. I yield for a question.
Then I shall yield myself 1 or 2 minutes.

Mr. IVES. The Senator from New
York has an important question. A
question has arisen as fo whether the
secondary boycott provisions of the Taft-
Hartley Act or of the substitute which is
before us, and which has been offered by
the distinguished Senator from Ohio,
were intended to apply to economic pres-
sures exerted by a labor union against
nonunion employers in the ladies’ gar-
ment industry who operate under a job-
ber-contractor system of production.

Let me put a typical case. A jobber is
engaged in the manufacture of dresses.
He buys piece goods. He employs de-
signers to design the garments and per-
haps cutters to cut the goods. But the
dresses are not sewn and finished in his
own shop. Instead the jobber sends out
the cut goods or sometimes the uncut
goods, to contractors whose workers sew
and complete the dresses according to
the jobber’s specifications. Then the
contractor sends the finished dresses
It:accli: to the jobber who sells them to the
rade.
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This is a typical example of jobber-
contractor production. Governmental
investigations have established, and the
collective agreements in the industry
have long recognized, that under this
system the jobber is in economic reality
the virtual employer of the workers in
the contractors’ shops; that he must be
responsible for their wages and labor
standards, and indeed that the con-
tractor is nothing more than the jobber’s
outside agent to obtain his required pro-
duction.

Of the 300,000 workers employed in the
ladies’ garment industry in the New York
area alone, more than 80 percent of them
are employed in contractors’ shops.

Now, let us suppose the jobber is a
nonunion jobber or that he employs non-
union contractors. Suppose, too, that the
International Ladies’ Garment Workers’
Union, the union which functions in this
industry, attempts to organize the job-
ber’s workers or the contractor's work-
ers or both groups of workers simultane-
ously. In this organizational drive the
union may attempt to persuade the job-
ber's workers not to design or to cut goods
to be manufactured in the shops of the
nonunion contractors, or the union may
try to persuade the contractor’s workers
not to manufacture dresses for a non-
union jobber.

It has been suggested that this might
fall within the ban of the literal language
of section 8 (b) (4) and section 303 of
the Taft-Hartley Act or of section 8 (b)
(4) and sections 16 and 17 of the Taft
substitute. I am sure this was never the
intention of the sponsors of the act or of
the Congress. The jobber and his con-
tractors are obviously engaged in a uni-
fied and integrated production effort, and
they do not stand as neutrals with re-
spect to one another in any labor dispute
against the other. Rather, they are al-
lies because they are engaged in a com-
mon enterprise. It seems plain to me
that they are not to be deemed separate
employers, but, rather, a single unified
employer of all workers engaged in every
phase of the manufacture of the gar-
ments, no matter on whose premises the
workers are located. Economic pressure
exerted against either jobber or con-
tractor cannot be construed as secondary
action against either, but must be deemed
primary against both. The secondary
boycott provisions of the act and of the
Taft substitute therefore have not the
slightest application.

Does the Senator from Ohio agree that
it was never the intention of Congress
to have the secondary boycott provisions
of the act apply to this situation?

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the second-
ary boycott ban is merely intended to pre-
vent a union from injuring a third person
who is involved in any way in the dispute
or strike, and therefore should not suffer
economic damage simply because of the
action of a labor union. It is not intend-
ed to apply to a case where the third
party is, in effect, in cahoots with or act-
ing as a part of the primary employer.

On the basis of the facts stated by the
Senator from New York, I do not believe
the law was intended to apply to the case
he cites, where the secondary employer
is so closely allied to the primary em-
ployer as to amount to an alter ego sit-
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uation or an employer relationship. It
should not apply, and I think Judge Rif-
kind practically decided that in the so-
called Project Engineering Co. case.

I may say that one of the changes we
are making in the law is to remove the
ban on the secondary boycott in a case
where there is a strike in one plant and
then the work is transferred to another
plant, because we feel that in that case
the men who are striking should be able
to picket the second plant in order that
the men there may not work on the work
on which the men in the first plant were
refusing to work.

The spirit of the act is not intended to
protect a man who in the last case I men-
tioned is cooperating with a primary em-
ployer and taking his work and doing the
work which he is unable to do because
of the strike,

So not only do I think the law of the
case is as I have indicated, and does not
prohibit the particular action referred to
in the facts cited by the Senator in his
question, which I have seen and have had
the privilege of reading, but the spirit of
the act is entirely contrary to applying it
in that kind of a case. -

Mr, IVES. I thank the able Senator
from Ohio,

Mr. TAFT, Mr. President, I yield 10
minutes to the distinguished Senator
from Missouri [Mr. DoNNELL].

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LoNg
in the chair). The Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr. DONNELL] is recognized for
10 minutes.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, the
able Senator from Utah [Mr. THOMAS]
stated a few moments ago, in substance,
that the Taft amendment retains the
major provisions of the Taft-Hartley law.
In that statement I concur. Ibelieve the
fundamental principles set forth in the
Taft-Hartley law, the principles of fair-
ness and equality which characterize
that act, should be maintained; and in
my opinion the Taft amendment upon
which we are about to vote does maintain
and retain them.

At the time when the Taft-Hartley Act
was passed, it was realized that only ex-
perience could demonstrate whether
changes should be made in it. For that
reason there was created a labor-man-
agement committee, one of the primary
duties of which was to examine the ex-
perience under the Taft-Hartley law and
to give to Congress the net results of its
advice and judgment as to whether
changes should be made.

Mr. President, it seems to me to be a
very striking commentary upon the
frankness and honesty and integrity of
the distinguished Senator from Ohio
that, instead of coming before the Sen-
ate and claiming that the Taft-Hartley
law had no imperfections, he frankly
presented to the Senate and ultimately
to every Member of the Senate the state-
ment he made on May 4, in which he
pointed out some 28 changes which have
been made in the proposed amendment,
as distinguished from the original Taft-
Hartley law, Then he pointed out also
the 22 important features which are re-
tained and which, to my mind, are the
fundamental features of the Taft-Hart-
ley Act.
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So, Mr. President, today, as one of
those who voted for the Taft-Hartley Act,
I am glad to have the privilege of voting
for the Taft amendment to the existing
Taft-Hartley law.

We have been told here today of the
tremendous injury to labor which may
be anticipated from the operation of the
Taft amendment. Let me say that re-
sults under the Taft-Hartley law, the
fundamental principles of which are re-
tained in the Taft amendment, as I read
the facts, do not bear out the doleful pre-
diction which has been made by our
friends on the other side of the aisle.

Let me quote from the report dated
December 31, 1948, by the Joint Commit-
tee on Labor-Management Relations of
the Congress of the United States, and
printed by the Government Printing Of-
fice in the form of the document I now
hold in my hand., It refers to the expe-
rience under the Taft-Hartley law. Let
me read from it:

Increase in union membership since pas-
sage of the act has been constant. A few
unions have lost a substantial block of their
membership to other unions when the issue
of the failure of their leadership to file non-
Communist affidavits has been ralsed against
them. Many of the larger unions, such as the
United Automobile, Aircraft, and Agricultural
Implement Workers of America, CIO, Inter-
national Brotherhood of Teamsters, Chauf-
feurs, Warehousemen, and Helpers of Amer-
ica, AFL, and the International Association
of Machinists, Inc., reported substantial
gains by 1948. The teamsters, for example,
announced a record total of 1,060,000 mem-
bers as of January 1948. The United Auto
Workers, CIO, which experienced real losses
due to shut-down of wartime industries,
again approached its wartime peak of about
1,000,000. The largest of the independent or
unaffiliated unions, the machinists, climbed
to a new peak of 625,000. Few unions, ac-
cording to all avallable reports, experienced
more than temporary membership losses from
1945 to 1948.

Mr. President, we have been told here
today in substance by the distinguished
senior Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER]
that the Taft amendment permits the
suability of unions, and it is intimated
that a grave disservice is being done to
unions by the fact that they are made re-
sponsible, just as management is respon-
sible, under the contracts which are
made by the labor unions and by man-
agement.

Aside from the question of fairness—
and to my mind if is perfectly fair that
both sides to a contract, not merely one
side, should be subject to suit to enforce
the terms of the contract—but aside from
that, it is short-sighted policy to say that
a labor union benefits from exemption
from liability under its contract. What
is it that brings about successful collec-
tive bargaining? Why is it that the em-
ployer is willing on the one hand, and the
employee, on the other, to enter into col-
lective bargaining? Should it not be true
that the primary reason is that they
think they can enter into a bargain
which, when made, can be enforced
against both parties? If from a contract
of that kind we pare off virtually all lia-
bility on the part of the labor union, we
discourage the employver from his will-
ingness to enter into collective bar-
gaining.
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So, Mr. President, the very fact that
labor unions would, under the provisions
of the Thomas bill, not be subject to the
suability provision, to my mind is a great
disservice to the unions, in that it dis-
courages collective bargaining instead
of encouraging it.

Louis Brandeis, when a comparatively
young man, as has been pointed out
previously upon the floor of the Senate,
in 1902 or 1903, I think it was, had this
to say.

This practical immunity of the unions from
legal liability is deemed by many labor lead-
ers a great advantage. To me it appears to
be just the reverse. It tends to make officers
and members reckless and lawless, and there-
by to alienate public sympathy and bring
failure upon their efforts. It creates on the
part of the employers, also, a bitter antag-
onism, not so much on account of lawless acts
as from a deep-rooted sense of Injustice,
arising from the feeling that while the emr-
ployer is subject to law, the union holds a
position of legal irresponsibility.

Instead of the provision of the Taft
amendment, which makes a union sub-
ject to liability to suit, being a disservice
to a union, it is a positive advantage.

I may say another thing. It has been
pointed out upon the floor of the Senate,
I think, that the Thomas amendment
eliminates one of the very striking pro-
visions of the Taft-Hartley law, one of
the fundamental provisions which is re-
tained in the Taft amendment, and that
is the provision which makes it illegal
for Government employees to strike.

Why should there not be a prohibition
against strikes by Government employ-
ees, carrying on the activities of the
Government? The Taft-Hartley law,
having put into effect, by the votes of
Democrats and Republicans alike, a pro-
hibition against Government employees
striking, now, if the Thomas bill repeals
that provision, is there not a clearly im-
plied approval of the right of Govern-
ment employees to strike? I do not say
that necessarily they would be able to
maintain that right, but I say that it is
important to maintain in the law a clear,
definite prohibition of strikes by em-
ployees of the Government.

The Thomas bill fails to contain any
provision whatever prohibiting mass
picketing or coercive picketing. The
Taft amendment which we are to vote
upon within a very few minutes con-
tains and retains the provisions of the
Taft-Hartley law prohibiting coercive
and mass picketing. Who is there to
say that our country should be allowed
to be overrun by mass and coercive pick-
eting? Why is it that the Thomas bill
eliminates the prohibition against it?

The Taft-Martley law prohibits coer-
cion of employers in the selection of their
foremen. The Taft amendment retains
that provision. Why should any labor
union have the right to coerce an em-
ployer in the selection of his foremen?

The Taft-Hartley law places the Me-
diation and Conciliation Service in an
independent entity, free from employers
on the one hand, free from employees on
the other. The Thomas bill restores the
Mediation Service, placing it back in the
hands of the Labor Department, the very
statutory duty of which is the protec-
tion of the interests of labor.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the Senator from Missouri has
expired.

Mr. DONNELL., Mr, President, I
earnestly urge the Senate to do, as I be-
lieve it will—adopt the Taft amendment
to the Thomas bill, this afternoon.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I yield 5
minutes to the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. SmiTHI.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from New Jersey [Mr. SMITH]
is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Pres-
ident, I regret exceedingly that my re-
cent illness prevented my participation
in the debate within the past few weeks.
As I have been one of the participants
in the amendments which have been be~
fore the Senate, I considered I had a re-
sponsibility to say a word in behalf of
the Taft amendment. I hope to do so in
these few minutes.

Last week, through the courtesy of my
colleague, I placed in the Recorp a state-
ment of what I conceived to be the issues
in the debate. At that time I expressed
my great regref that it had not been pos-
sible for the commitiee, before the bill
ever came to the floor, to get together
and discuss this very difficult and ad-
mittedly controversial issue in a spirit
of statesmanship, not of partisanship.
It was a matter of deep regret to me
that the administration bill was reported
to the floor without the minority being
given a chance even to offer amend-
ments. I realized then that when it
came to the floor it would be necessary
for the kind of procedure we have had
here, which frankly I do not think is
the best sort of procedure in considering
a question of this kind.

As I see it, there are two outstanding
issues in the debate. One has been
made the subject of discussion. It was
disposed of two days ago. I refer o the
protection of the public, of the American
people as a whole, in the event of the
occurrence of some sort of labor dispute
which tends to threaten the safety or
the welfare of the people. The Senate
settled that by determining that the
President should have certain power. It
was not compulsory. We determined
that he might have the power, in his
discretion, to use certain remedies to
protect the people, for a limited period
of time, within which it was to be hoped
that mediation might take care of the
issue. Personally, I cannot see why
there has been such a hue and cry about
how terrible that provision is. It seems
to me it is the only way we can deal with
the important issue of protecting the
people against a private dispute.

The other question which is involved—
and I think it is involved in the amend-
ments coming up now, and to me at least
it is the primary issue—is the protection
of the workers of America from exploita-
tion, either by big business or, if I may
say so, by big labor. I am interested in
the workers of America, and I say that
I have always supported collective bar-
gaining in those areas in which the
worker should be able to express himself
through representatives of his own
choosing.
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But, by the same token, we are faced
with the issue over the union shop or of
the closed shop, and things of that char-
acter, as to which, if we give larger power
to labor to organize and to insist upon a
monopoly of the labor market, there must
be some sort of regulation to protect the
ordinary worker in the procedures of his
union. If we are going to retain the
closed shop, which has been advocated
by some, and which of course is pro-
vided in the Thomas bill, then I insist
we should write into the bill a provision
to protect the worker from the monopoly
of his union, to see that he is not ex-
ploited by the union.

I am for the American worker’s being
free from exploitation by either side; so
I insist that the Taft-Smith-Donnell
amendment, which is coming up pres-
ently, is most sincerely and conscien-
tiously designed to deal with the defects
in the Taft-Hartley law, and to bring to
bear every possible measure we could in
order to protect the worker, I urge my
colleagues to support the Taft-Smith-
Donnell amendment, because I feel that
we sincerely and conscientiously tried to
find our mistakes, to admit our mistakes,
and to correct them through these
changes.

To say that it is a slave-labor law, that
it takes away the rights of labor, to my
mind, is simply misleading the public.
Anyone who wants to deal with the
matter should simply ascertain what is
in the Taft-Donnell-Smith amendment
and try to find out wherein he differs
from our conclusions. The only issue is
the closed shop. I do not think we are
prepared to pass upon it unless we are
prepared to make regulations for the pro-
tection of individuals who need protec-
tion from either big business or big labor.
It is a matter of policy. I think those of
us who are offering the amendment are
entitled to have the whole issue examined
and that the amendment should be
supported.

Mr, TAFT. Mr, President, I yield
1 minute to the Senator from Indiana
[Mr. CAPEHART].

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr, President, I
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the body of the Recorp the remarks
which I have prepared on this subject.

There being no objection, the remarks
were ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Mr, President, to those In the galleries,
it might be easy to observe that every Mem-
ber of Congress feels he is an expert on labor
legislation, regardless of his practical knowl-
edge about the subject.

Possibly we should pass a law compelling
labor leaders and union members to take a
course in problems confronting businesses,
as well as a law compelling a businessman to
take a course in problems confronting the
average wage earner.

I am inclined at times to come to the con-
clusion that we would be better off without
any Federal labor legislation whatsoever,

We are inclined in labor-relations debate,
as in most every other thing In Congress, to
use the exception to prove the rule. For ex-
ample, labor, to prove its position, picks out
s few isolated cases of bad employers and
forgets about the tens of thousands of good
employers; and management, to prove its
position, picks out a few isolated cases of bad
labor leaders and labor incidents and forgets
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about the tens of thousands of good labor
leaders and labor relations.

We must be realistic about this matter,
because we have had unions in the United
States for over 100 years, protected by Fed-
eral statutes; and without them, regardless
of what any one individual does or what a
group of individuals do, we will continue to
have them.,

Politics should not enter into labor rela-
tions.

The Norris-LaGuardia Act was passed by a
Republican administration in 1932, when
Herbert Hoover was President of the United
States. Both LaGuardia and Norris were
Republicans.

If the labor unions would fire all their
economists, quit trying to run the businesses,
and confine their efforts to labor relations,
the Nation as a whole would be better off.

To hear some people talk, one would think
labor unions were something new in this
Nation., To listen to some labor leaders and
politiclans, one would come to the conclu-
sion that all employers were opposed to
unions; and to listen to some employers,
one would come to the conclusion that all
labor unions were bad.

Unions have participated in some undesir-
able practices during the past 20 years, the
worst of which have been the so-called
sit-down strikes, uncontrolled destruction
of property, mass picketing, jurisdictional
strikes, and some secondary boycotts.

Local officials throughout the Nation have
consistently and repeatedly failed in too
many instances to maintain law and order
to protect both property and human rights.

I voted for the Taft-Hartley bill because
I felt it was to the best interests of all our
people—including the unions themselves. I
repeatedly stated, and my only comment on
the Taft-Hartley bill since it became a law
was, that if any features of it proved to be
unfair to either labor or management, I
would vote to change it and that is my posi-
tion today.

Mr, Tarr, one of the coauthors of the bill,
himself, has suggested 28 changes, and those
opposed to the Taft-Hartley bill have sup-
ported already in this Senate, some four to
five changes.

Therefore, if the coauthor of the bill feels
justified in changing his mind with respect
to 28 features, I feel justified—and think
every other Senator should feel justified—in
supporting any change or changes which he
feels 1s to the best interests of labor and
management.

I have come to the conclusion—just as the
Chicago Tribune so ably stated in the edi-
torial which I hold in my hand—the matter
of a closed shop should be left entirely to the
discretion of the employer and employee.

If both management and labor desire a
closed shop—that should be their privilege,
If they desire a union shop—that ghould be
their privilege, and if both, employer and em-
ployee, desire an open shop, meaning no
union of any kind that, likewise, should be
their privilege.

It takes three ingredients to make a busi-
ness institution:

1. Capital,

2. Labor.

3. Management.

I defy anyone to run a successful business
without all three.

The Government should never be anything
more than the umpire.

I know some people will disagree with this
position—and others will applaud the posi-
tion, but I honestly believe that a closed shop
works to the decided advantage of those busi-
nesses engaged in the kind of business which
requires skilled help, such as carpenters,
printers, bricklayers, tool and die makers,
and many others in our so-called craft unions,

I am equally opposed to the closed shop
in those businesses where the union has
what 1s commonly known as a “plant-wide"
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union—a better description of them might be
a unlon where all employees of a plant, in-
cluding the janitors on up, belong to the
same union,

As an employer in such a business, I would
be inalterably opposed to a closed shop, but
as a contractor using skilled carpenters,
bricklayers, ete., I would prefer a closed shop.

The closed shop is not practiced in the
coal industry by the United Mine Workers,
neither is the closed shop used among the
railroad industry by the railroad unions.

The CIO has only one closed shop division
among their thousands of union contracts,
namely, in the maritime field.

The closed shop is practiced primarily
among the craft unions and has been so
practiced for over 100 years.

The first typographical union was founded
in 1809.

No responsible union official has the right
to ask for a closed shop where he has what
is commonly called a “plant-wide"” union for
the practical reason that he should not and
must not take on the responsibility of seeing
Egho the employer should or should not

re.

By virtue of the same thing it works a
tremendous hardship on the contractor, and
those dealing with the craft unions, to be
forced to go out and hire or find on quick
notice skilled, experienced craftsmen.

The worker is just as much of our private-
enterprise system as is capital and manage=
ment, and he should be just as much inter-
ested in maintaining this private-enterprise
system as is capital.

Labor leaders have a responsibility—just
as capital and management—and they should
stop this constant attack upon the private-
enterprise system.

Each performs its own duties and has its
own responsibilities—and one is just as im-
portant as the other in our kind of society.

If labor and management don't quit fight-
ing—quit taking undue advantage of the
other, the end result will be chaotic and the
downfall of our great country.

The only substitute for our private-enter-
prise system is that the Government will own
and operate all businesses, and we will all
work for the Government. Once we all work
for the Government we will find that the
worst private industry boss is better than the
best governmental boss.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the Senate
has before it the question of whether it
will pass the Taft-Donnell-Smith
amendment or whether it will pass the
Thomas bill.

In the substitute presented by the mi-
nority, which is now before the Senate
and which was prepared after the most
careful consideration, we did what any
legislative body should do: We took the
existing law and asked for protests. We
knew of the labor protests, but we asked
representatives of labor to come before
the committee and say what was wrong
with the law. Many of them came for-
ward and stated what they thought was
wrong with it. Employers felt there were
some things wrong with it, but appar-
ently they did not feel strongly enough
to come before the committee and pre-
sent their views.

We have adopted many provisions de-
signed to meet the protests which are
important to labor. They cover prac-
tically the entire field of really vigorous
and reasoned protests. Of course, we do
not cover the vague field of name call-
ing, such as “slave labor bill” and simi-
lar propaganda, which has never been
based on reason.
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If we do not adopt the amendment,
Mr. President, we will be throwing away
the basic principle of American legisla-
tion. We will be saying that we should
be influenced by propaganda. If anyone
has sufficient force and enough money
to build up propaganda based simply on
name calling and sneering, then the ar-
gument is that Congress should respond
to that position.

The position taken by Mr. Green in
sending to the Senate a message de-
manding the defeat of the amendments
illustrates labor’s position—it must have
everything, or it will not take anything.
That is the effect of the Green proposal.
He says:

We feel that amendments designed to make
the Taft bill more palatable would be useless
and a waste of time. The action yesterday
in the Senate in regard to section 3 of the
bill makes it absolutely unacceptable.

Because we chose to keep one impor-
tant provision of the Taft-Hartley law,
Mr. Green says, “I do not want any of the
amendments we have been demanding
and which we thin!' are necessary for
labor.”

The amendments which we have sug-
gested are important ones. The most
vigorous protest was directed against the
operation of the independent general
counsel. While there was some doubt
on my part, we agreed that provision
should be eliminated and that we should
return to the administrative procedure
of the National Labor Relations Board.
It is a great improvement over the origi-
nal procedure, although it does not com-
pletely separate the prosecuting and
Jjudicial functions.

We undertook to increase the Board
to seven members because of the claim
that they were not able to handle the
complaints made by labor. There are
four times as many complaints handled
by the National Labor Relations Board
from labor against employers as there are
from employers against labor. The idea
that the act is an employer’s act is a com-
plete fallacy. The Wagner Act, as
amended by the Taft-Hartley Act, has
operated primarily to the advantage of
labor.

With respect to the responsibility of
unions for the misconduct of employees,
the provision was said to be too vague. I
thought it was vague so we eliminated
that provision. We eliminated the pro-
vision which required a vote to authorize
union shops, so that the unions could
themselves go ahead and negotiate for
union shops.

We modified the secondary boycott
provision, as I described a few minutes
ago, in order that it should apply only
to cases in which innocent third parties,
who were in no way involved, were in-
jured by the arbitrary action of labor
unions.

We apply the Communist oath to em-
ployers as it is applied to employees. I
think if it had been carefully considered
the committee would have done that orgi-
nally. It was a one-sided provision.

The most vioient opposition of the
labor unions was directed to the so-called
mandatory injunction. While I think it
was very effective in stopping secondary
boycotts, it did operate in a one-sided
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way when it went into operation. So we
have eliminated it.

I could mention one or two more im-
portant matters in which we have met
the demands of labor. But the position
of labor now is that they want the act
repealed; they do not want to improve it;
they want the issue in the next election.
I cannot think of any position more at
variance with sound principles of Ameri-
can constitutional government and
American legislative practice.

What the amendment does is to pro-
pose a remedy ‘or the specific things
against which complaints have been
made. Some Senators say they do not
like it and that there are one or two
provisions which they think should be
changed. We happened to disagree with
them. They may be right or they may
be wrong. We wanted to correct those
matters in which we thought we had
made mistakes. We tried to amend those
things. It certainly is an illogical posi-
tion for anyone to say, “I am for the Taft-
Hartley law; I voted for it, but because
you are not changing this and that, al-
though you are making 10 other impor-
tant changes, I shall not vote for the
amendment.”

Mr. President, the Senate will vote,
first, as I understand, on the amendment
to nullify State laws which outlaw the
closed shop. We go somewhat further,
perhaps, than does the Federal law. In
the first place, the importance of the
closed shop is certainly very considerably
exaggerated. I think it has been used
as an arbitrary weapon, and I think it is
perhaps the chief cause of labor abuses,
such as “featherbedding” and limited
production, which usually stem back to
a closed-shop situation. The closed shop
is not approved by many authorities.
The railroad mediation law, which has
been referred to as a model, prohibits the
closed shop in the railroad industry.
There has never been a closed shop in
the railroad industry. It has been spe-
cifically prohibitec by law. That law
has not injured any railroad union in the
United States.

Mr. Leiserson has been quoted by the
distinguished Senator from Minnesota
[Mr. HompHREY] and other Senators as
an authority on labor relations and as
being opposed to the closed shop. He
thinks it should be prohibited, and he so
testified before the committee. He is in
favor of everyone being compelled to pay
the cost of getting an agreement and
administering it; that is, to pay the dues
in connection with it. He says to let the
man who belongs to the machinists’
union, if the UAW wants an election, to
continue to belong to it and say he does
not need to join the UAW. Mr. Leiser-
son’s position is very definite in opposi-

tion to the closed shop. Naturally he .

does not object to the prohibition of the
closed shop.

In the case of American Federation of
Labor against the American Sash Co., Mr,
Justice Frankfurter cites Mr. Justice
Brandeis in holding that the State laws
were valid. During the administration
of the Wagner Act the Supreme Court
of the United States said State laws were
valid. I think they should remain valid,
no matter what other action we may take.
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Mr. Justice Frankfurter quotes Mr. Jus-
tice Brandeis as follows:

The objection, legally, economically, and
socially, against the closed shop was so broad,
80 antagonistic to the American spirit, that
the insistence upon it has been a serious
obstacle to the unions.

Those words have been cited with ap-
proval by Mr. Justice Frankfurter, who
certainly presents a liberal and pro-
labor point of view. He says it has
worked out satisfactorily. It seems to
me that we should permit a State which-
wishes to go further, which wishes to
affirm the position of Mr, Justice Bran-
deis and Mr. Justice Frankfurter, to do
s0. I think we should affirm their posi-
tion and defeat the amendment proposed
by the distinguished Senator from Con-
necticut.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The hour of
2 o’clock having arrived, the question is
on agreeing to the amendment offered by
the Senator from Connecticut [Mr.
BALDWIN], as modified, to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
TarT] in the nature of a substitute for
titles I, IT, and IV of the so-called Thom-
as substitute for Senate bill 249.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays. \

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, may
the amendment be stated?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will state the amendment.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. On page 12,
line 25, after the name “United States”
and before the comma, it is proposed to
insert “or in the law of any State,” and
on page 41, beginning with line 16, to
strike out subsection (b) down to and in-
cluding line 20, as follows:

(b) Nothing in this act shall be construed
as authorizing the execution or application
of- agreements requiring membership In a
labor organization as a condition of em-
ployment in any State or Territory in which

such execution or application is prohibited
by State or Territorial law.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The yeas and
nays having been ordered, the Secretary
will call the roll.

The roll was called.

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, the sen-
for Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ELLEN-
DER] is absent by leave of the Senate on
official business, having been appointed
an adviset to the delegation of the United
States of America to the Second World
Health Organization Assembly, meeting
at Rome, Italy. If present and voting,
the Senator from Louisiana would vote
“nay'”

The result was announced—yeas 41,
nays 53, as follows: '

YEAS—41
Alken Johnston, 8. C. Myers
Anderson Eefauver Neely
Baldwin Eerr O'Mahoney
Douglas Kilgore Pepper
Downey Langer Saltonstall
Flanders Lodge Smith, Maine
Graham Long Sparkman
Green Lucas Taylor
Hendrickson  McGrath Thomas, Okla,
Hill McMahon Thomas, Utah
Humphrey Magnuson Thye
Hunt Miller Tobey
Ives Morse Withers
Johnson, Colo. Murray
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NAYS—53 Mr. LUCAS. Ithought that modifica- The amendment to the amendment
Brewster Gillette Millikin tion applied only to amendments which was agreed to.

Bricker Gurney Mundt were offered after 2 o'clock, and not be- Mr. MORSE. Mr. President, I wish to
e o e ooper | By fore. call up my amendment to the Taft sub-
Byrd Hoey Robertson The VICE PRESIDENT. The present stitute. It isthe amendment which deals
Cain Holland Russell amendment was not offered until after with an independent Mediation and Con-
- e SN 2 o’clock. The Senator from Connecti- ciliation Service. My amendment pro-
Chavez Kem  Stennis cut has just offered the amendment. It poses to strike out from the Taft substi-
Connally Knowland Taft was read previously for the information tute from line 3, on page 49, through
&“ﬁé’ﬁl ﬂgg::{h‘“; %‘gﬁg’e‘;}fb&rg of the Senate, but was not actually of- line 7, on page 57, both inclusive. I un-
Eastland McClellan Watkins fered then, derstand the Senator from Ohio is will-
Ecton McFarland Wherry Mr. LUCAS. I thank the Chair and ing to accept my amendment. I want to

Ferguson McEKellar gﬁff I thank the Senator from Connecticut make it very clear——
Foiteight e Young for yielding to me. The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
George Maybank Mr. BALDWIN. I continue to read from Oregon has offered an amendment
NOT VOTING—1 from the statement of the Senator from to the so-called Taft substitute. Does
Ellender Vermont [Mr. AIkeN] made on June 15: the Senator from Oregon ask to have the
i Under the Taft-Hartley Act it has been amendment read in full, or does he ask

So Mr. BalDpwIN's amendment, 85 soung that the free-speech provision goes that it be printed in the RECORD?

modified, was rejected.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, I de-
gire to call up an amendment which I
submitted yesterday, the so-called free
speech amendment, lettered “DD,” and
ask that it be stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The CHIEF CLERK. On page 18, line 18,
of the Taft substitute for the bill it is
proposed to strike out the words “or set
aside any election.”

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Connecticut is recognized for not
to exceed 10 minutes.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, the
Senate has already adopted, practically
unanimously, as I recall, a free speech
amendment, and the amendment which
has already been adopted to the Thomas
bill by the Senate is one which was ap-
proved by the distinguished Senator from
Ohio. In the amendments offered by
the Senator from Ohio, however, there
is a variance in this particular provision
from the amendment which has already
been adopted. I think I can best utilize
the limited time I have to discuss the
amendment by reading what the distin-
guished Senator from Vermont [Mr.
AIkEN] had to say when this matter was
before the Senate previously, and before
the adoption of the amendment as it
now has been adopted by the Senate.

There Is no reference—

Said the Senator from Vermont—

made to free speech In the bill of the Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, a par-
liamentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT, By unani-
mous consent the Senator from Con-
necticut may yield for a parliamentary
inquiry.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
. Senator yield for a parliamentary in-
quiry?

Mr. BALDWIN. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. I was under the impres-
sion, Mr. President, that all amendments
which were offered previous to 2 o'clock
today would be voted on at 2 o'clock or
immediately thereafter.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate
accepted a modification of the unani-
mous-consent agreement, that an
amendment might be offered and that
the proponent, if he so desired, might
have 10 minutes, and the opponent might
have 10 minutes,

too far. The amendment which I have of-
fered 18 an effort to correct the situation
and provide in the law that both employers
and unions shall have the right of free
B i
This amendment 1s almost like the one
submitted by the Senator from Ohio [Mr.
TAFT].

I might interpolate there to say that
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Ohio, to which the Senator from
Vermont referred, appears, as I recall,
on page 18 of the so-called Taft sub-
stitute.

This amendment refers to unfair labor
practices only—

That is the one I have offered—
whereas the amendment of the SBenator from
Ohio would extend the rule to elections as
well. Itseems to the sponsors of this amend-
ment that the choosing of a bargaining agent
is something over which the unions them-
selves should have full jurisdiction and that
that is not the proper place to permit the em=-
ployer to enter the picture and argue for
or agailnst any particular union or bar-
galning agent.

It is believed that this amendment would
glve the employer free speech in full degree
so long as such speech does not contain any
threats, implied threats, or promises or re-
ward. With this amendment it would seem
that both unions and employers would be
on equal terms, and be treated fairly.

Mr. President, that summarizes the
situation completely, The amendment
which I have now offered would parallel
the one which has already been adopted,
and would preserve that amendment
which has already been adopted by the
Senate against the possibility that the
substitute offered by the Senator from
Ohio, in which he has a provision in-
corporating this same matter might
make a change in it.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, BALDWIN, I yield.

Mr. TAFT. I have consulted with the
other authors of the substitute measure,
and we are willing to accept the amend-
ment offered by the Senator from Con-
necticut. I do not know whether, under
the parliamentary procedure we can ac-
cept it, but if not, I suggest that the Sen-
ator move the adoption of his amend-
ment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate
will have to vote on it.

TE~ question is on the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Connecticut
lettered “DD” to the so-called Taft sub-
stitute to the Thomas bill.

Mr. MORSE. No; I ask that it be
printed in the Recorp, but I wish to have
stated that part of the amendment which
indicates the portion of the Taft substi-
tute ~ propose to strike out.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk will
state th portion indicated by the Sen-
ator from Oregon.

The LeEGISLATIVE CLERK. It is proposed
by Mr. Morse to strike out of the Taft
substitute, from line 3 on page 49 through
line 7 on page 57, inclusive, and to insert
in lieu thereof a new title IT.

T:-e VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the amendment will be printed
in the REcorp at this point.

Tke amendment is as follows:

Strike out from line 3, page 49, through
line 7, page 57, inclusive, of the so-called Taft
amendment, and Insert in lieu thereof the
following:

“TrTLE II—MEDIATION, CONCILIATION, AND
ARBITRATION

“THE FEDERAL MEDIATION AND CONCILIATION
SERVICE

“Sec. 201. In the interest of encouraging
a responsible system of self-government in
plants, factories, mines, and other places of
employment consistent with the principles
and practices of democracy, of achieving high
levels of production and employment and of
fostering high standards of living, it is de-
clared to be the policy of the United States—

“{a) that the primary responsibility for
settling labor disputes, for industrial peace
and for the development of sound labor-
management relations rests on employers,
thelr employees, and thelr representatives
and that this responsibility can be discharged
most effectively through the procedure of
conferences and good-faith collective bar-
gaining;

“(b) that excepting when the conduct of
employers, their employees, or their repre-
sentatives is contrary to law or when the
safety and health of the people are immedi-
ately and directly endangered the role of
government in the settlemgnt of labor dis-
putes, the promoti. 1 of industrial peace, and
the development of sound labor-manage-
ment relations should be limited to provid-
ing facilities calculated and designed to as-
glst employers, their employees, and their
representatives in the discharge of their re-
sponsibility to bargaln collectively and in
good faith;

“(c) that the-role of government as above
described In the settlement of labor disputes
without strikes or lock-outs can best be per-
formed by making Government facilities and
services avallable for the effective concilia-
tion and mediation of labor disputes and the
establishment, when the circumstances war-
rant, of boards and panels to Inquire into
and report on the facts In such disputes
(with or without recommendations) and for
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the voluntary arbitration of grievances and
other disputes seriously affecting the public
welfare; and

“{d) that the role of government as above
described in the promotion of industrial
peace and the development of sound labor-
management relations can best be performed
by making Government facilities and serv-
ices available to foster and make known the
best practices and usages of collective bar-
galning, to improve human relations be-
tween employers, employees, and their rep-
resentatives and to lend assistance in the
formulation and general acceptance of such
contract provisions and procedures as are
best designed, on the basis of experience,
to achieve and effectuate the goals declared
in this section of this title.

“Sgc. 202. (a) The Federal Mediation and
Conciliation Service (hereinafter called the
“Service") is hereby continued as an inde-
pendent agency in the executive branch.
The Service shall be under the direction of a
Federal Mediation and Concillation Direc-
tor (hereinafter referred to as the “Direc-
tor"). The Director in office on the date of
enactment of this act shall continue in office
without reappointment, but his successor
ghall be appointed by the President, by and
with the advice and consent of the Senate,
The Director and the Service shall not be
subject in any way to the jurisdiction cr
authority of the Secretary of Labor or any
official or division of the Department of
Labor. The Director shall receive compensa-
tion at the rate of $12,000 per year, and
shall not engage in any other business, voca-
tion, or employment.

*{b) The Director is authorized, subject to
the civil-service laws, to appoint such
clerical and other personnel as may be neces-
sary for the executlon of the functions of
the Service, and shall fix their compensa-
tion in accordance with the Classification
Act of 1923, as amended, and may, withcut
regard to the provisions of the civil-service
laws and the Classification Act of 1923, as
amended, appoint and fix the compensation
of conciliators and mediators, arbitrators
and members of fact-finding and other boards
and panels established by him to assist in
the settlement of labor disputes, and to
effectuate the policy of the United States
as set forth in section 201: Provided, That
such arbitrators and members of such boards
and panels shall be compensated, as de-
termined by the Director, at a rate not in
excess of $100 per day, and shall be allowed
transportation and other necessary expenses,
and $25 per diem in lieu of subsistence,
whether or not in travel status. The Direc-
tor is authorized to make such expenditures
for supplies, facilities, and services as he
deems necessary. Such expenditures shall
be allowed and paid upon presentation of
itemized vouchers therefor, approved by the
Director or by any employee on the staff of
the Service designated by him for that pur-

e.
“(c) The principal office of the Service shall
be in the District of Columbia, but the Di-
rector may establish regional offices conven-
jent to localities in which the facilities af-
forded by the Service may need to be made
available. The Director may by order, sub-
ject to revocation at any time, delegate any
authority or discretion conferred upon him
by this act to any other officer or employee of
the Service. The Director shall make an
annual report, in writing, to Congress, not
later than January 1 of each year, of the
business of the Service and its experience
during the fiscal year terminating on the
June 30 immediately preceding such date.

“(d) Notwithstanding the repeal of the
Labor-Management Relations Act, 1947, by
section 101 of this act-all mediation and con-
ciliation functions of the Secretary of Labor
conferred on him by section 8 of the act en-
titled "An act to create a Department of
Labor,” approved March 4, 1913 (U. 8. C,
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title 29, sec. 51), and transferred to the Fed-
eral Mediation and Conciliation Service by
section 202 (a) of the Labor-Management
Relations Act, 1947, shall continue to be so
transferred to that Service.

“FUNCTIONS OF THE SERVICE

“See. 203. (a) The duty of the Service is to
offer and make available to labor organiza-
tions and to employers the facilities referred
to in section 201, and shall assist them in
settling disputes through the processes of
free collective bargaining. The Director shall
have authority to proffer the mediation, con-
ciliation, and other facilities of the Service
in any labor dispute which, in his judgment,
affects commerce either upon his own motion
or upon the request of one or more of the
parties to the dispute whenever he is of the
opinion that the facilities of the Service may
assist the parties in settling the dispute.

“(b) The Director is authorized to estab-
lish suitable procedures for cooperation with
State and other mediation agencies, and to
enter into agreements with such State and
other mediation agencies relating to the
mediation of labor disputes, which, in his
Judgment, threaten to or have an effect on
commerce which is minor in extent.

*{c) If the Service is not able to bring the
parties to a dispute to agreement on terms of
settlement within a reasonable period of
time, it shall seek to induce them to agree
to such other and special procedures. for the
settlement of the dispute, without resort to
strikes or lock-outs, including, but not
limited to, voluntary arbitration or coopera-
tion with and participation in hearings of
such special boards and panels as may be
established by the Director, or otherwise, and
acceptance of the findings and recommenda-
tions of such boards and panels.

“{d) It shall be the responsibility of the
Bervice, through conferences and such other
methods as it deems appropriate, to strive
to improve relations between employers ana
the representatives of their employees, and
encourage and advance the practices and
usages of free collective bargaining for the
purpose of avolding labor disputes and pre-
venting such disputes as might occur from
developing into stoppages of operations
which might affect commerce or develop
consequences injurious to the general public
welfare.

“CONDUCT OF OFFICERS OF SERVICE

“Sec. 204. The Director and the BService
shall be impartial. Information and facts
coming to the knowledge of the Director or
the staff of the Service in the course of the
performance of their official duties shall
be regarded as confidential and not to be
divulged, excepting when the public inter-
est and welfare so require, as determined by
the Director, under regulations issued by
him. Commissioners of the Service shall not
engage in arbitration while serving as com-
missioners and they shall not participate in
cases in which they have a pecuniary or
personal interest,

“DUTIES OF EMPLOYERS AND EMPLOYEES

“Sec. 205. In order to prevent or minimize
labor disputes affecting commerce, employers
and employees, and their representatives
should—

“(a) exert every reasonable effort to make
and maintain collective-bargaining agree-
ments for definite periods of time concern-
ing (1) rates of pay, hours, and terms, and
conditions of work; (2) adequate notice of
desire to terminate or change such agree-
ments; (3) abstention from strikes or lock-
outs in violation of such agreements; (4)
suitable grievance machinery; (5) voluntary
procedures for the arbitration of grievances
as defined in such agreements; and (6) such
other procedures as may be necessary or de-
sirable to promote industrial peace and sound
labor-management relations;
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“(b) participate fully and promptly in such
meetings as may be called by the Service for
the purpose of aiding in a settlement of any
dispute to which they are parties.

“GRIEVANCE MACHINERY AND ARBITRATION

“Sec. 206. It is the pubic policy that dis-
putes arising between employers and em-
ployees and their representatives should be
settled by peaceful procedures voluntarily
agreed to by them without resort to strike
or lock-out. Accordingly, the Service shall
assist them (1) in developing, for inclusion
in collective-bargaining agreements, suitable
procedures for the negotiation or arbitration
of grievances (as defined in such agreements)
which may arise during the term thereof;
(2) in formulating stipulations and agree-
ments for the submission of existing disputes
and grievances to arbitration; (3) in accord-
ance with the provisions of such stipulations
and agreements, in selecting an arbitrator
or arbitrators by submitting to the parties
a limited roster of names from which they
may select the arbitrator or arbitrators of
their choice, or, if they cannot so agree, by
designating an arbitrator or arbitrators; and
(4) in making available such other facilities,
consistent with the policies expressed in
section 201, as may be necessary to encourage
and advance the use of grievance machinery
and voluntary arbitration by employers, em-
ployees, and their representatives as an al-
ternative to strikes and lock-outs: Provided,
That nothing in sections 205 or 206 hereof
shall make the failure or refusal of either
party to agree to an arbitrfation clause in
their contract, a violation of any duty or
obligation imposed by any provision of this
act.

“LABOR-MANAGEMENT ADVISORY COMMITTEES

“8rc. 207. (a) The President shall appoint
such labor-management advisory commit-
tees as he deems necessary or appropriate
for the administration of this title. The
membership of each such committee shall
consist of equal numbers of labor and man-
agement representatives. Members of such
advisory committees shall serve without
compensation, but shall receive transporta-
tion and per diem in lieu of subsistence at
a rate of $25 per day, as authorized by
section 6 of the act of August 2, 1946 (5
U. 8. C. 73b-2), for persons so serving.

“(b) It shall be the funection of such
advisory committees, at the request of the
Director, to advise In the avoidance of indus-
trial disputes, and the manner in which the
facilities of the Service shall be adminis-
tered in order to achieve the purposes of this
ti‘le.

“COMPILATION OF COLLECTIVE-BARGAINING
AGREEMENTS

“Sec. 208. (a) For the guldance and in-
formation of interested representatives of
employers, employees, and the general pub-
lic, the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the
Department of Labor shall maintain a file
of copies of all available collective-bargain-
ing agreements and other available agree-
ments and actions thereunder settling or
adjusting labor disputes. Such file shall be
open to inspection under appropriate con-
ditions prescribed by the Secretary of Labor,
except that no specific information submit-
ted in confidence shall be disclozed.

“{b) The Bureau of Labor Statistics in
the Department of Labor is authorized to
furnish upon request of the Service, or em-
ployers, employees, or their representatives,
all available data and factual information
which may aid in the settlement of any
labor dispute, except that no specific infor-
mation submitted in confidence shall be
disclosed.

“EXEMPTION OF RAILWAY LABOR ACT

“Sec. 209. The provisions of this title
shall not be applicable with respect to any
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matter which is subject to the provisions
of the Railway Labor Act, as amended from
time to time.” ‘

Mr. MORSE. Mr, President, I shall
not take more than a minute. All the
amendment does is to continue an inde-
pendent Mediation and Conciliation
Service. The language of my amend-
ment as worked out in the detail is, I be-
lieve, preferable to the present wording
of the Taft substitute.

I wish to make it perfectly clear, how-
ever, that with the adoption of my
amendment as a part of the Taft substi-
tute I shall still vote against the Taft
substitute.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
unanimous-consent agreement the pro-
ponent of an amendment may speak not
to exceed 10 minutes; but if he speaks
for even as short a time as 1 minute, the
opponent of the amendment may have
10 minutes.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I shall not
take 10 minutes. Title II of the Thomas
bill proposes to place the independent
Mediation and Conciliation Service,
which is now under Mr. Ching and which
was set up 2 years ago, and which has
been uniformly successful, under the Sec-
retary of Labor. The committee held long
hearings on that subject. The proposal
which the minority made was to retain
the independent Mediation and Concilia~
tion Service under Mr. Ching, because we
felt that that provided an assurance of
impartiality as between labor and man-
agement. The Service has been regarded
as an impartial one. It has bsen more
successful than the old Conciliation Serv-
ice. The testimony, I think, was almost
overwhelmingly in favor of retaining that
independent Mediation Service so that
both labor and management could be
assured of absolute impartiality.

With that position the distinguished
Senator from Oregon agrees. It is one
of the things upon which the other Re-
publican members of the committee and
the Senator from Oregon agree.

The amendment of the Senator from
Oregon would do the same thing we do,
in somewhat different terms. We have
carefully studied his amendment. In
substance it is the same as our proposal,
but we think it is somewhat more care-
fully worked out. He has had the advice
of the Concilation Service itself in remov-
ing a few of the smaller difficulties from
the existing law. Therefore the authors
of the substitute are glad to approve title
II in the form proposed by the distin~
guished Senator from Oregon, in lieu of
the provision which we have written. I
do not believe that anyone except an
expert could tell the difference between
them.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Oregon [Mr,
Morse] to the amendment offered by the
Senator from Ohio [Mr, Tarr] for him-
self and other Senators, as amended.

Mr, THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President,
I understand that we are entitled to a
word on this amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT., The Senator
from Utah is entitled to 10 minutes if
he is opposed to the amendment.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I do not need
10 minutes.
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The amendment is of such nature that
it is difficult for those who are support-
ing the Thomas bill to distinguish its real
merit. If the amendment of the Senator
from Oregon is adopted the Conciliation
Service will remain independent, as it is
today. If the Taft amendment is adopt-
ed the Conciliation Service will remain
independent. If the provisions of the
Thomas bill should prevail, then, of
course, the Conciliation Service would go
back where it was before the Taft-Hart-
ley law became the law of the land.
Therefore, in voting Senators should vote
their conviction as to whether or not it
should go back.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment
offered by the Senator from Oregon [Mr,
Morse] to the amendment offered by the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] for him-
self and other Senators, as amended.

The amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

The VICE FRESIDENT. The question
now is on agreeing to the amendment of-
fered by the Senator from Ohio, for him-
self and other Senators, in the nature of
a substitute for all of the so-called
Thomas substitute except title III. The
Taft substitute is still open to amend-
ment.

Mr, BUTLER. Mr. President, I offer
the amendment, which I send to the desk
and ask to have stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment offered by the Senator from
Nebraska will be stated.

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK, On page 5, line
19, of the Taft amendment, it is pro-
posed to insert the following new sub-
section to section 403:

The term “national health or safety” as
used in sections 801 and 304 of this act shall
be deemed to include the health or safety

of a Territory or possession of the United
States.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I think
the amendment speaks for itself. I am
sure that if there are any advantages to
the measure as suggested——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
suggests to the Senator from Nebraska,
on the advice of the Parliamentarian,
that his amendment comes in the wrong
place to make sense.

Mr. BUTLER. The intent of the
amendment is perfectly plain. Iam will-
ing that the Parliamentarian or others
should put it in the place where they
think it belongs.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
will state it.

Mr. LUCAS. I should like to know
what section the Senator seeks to amend.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Section 403,
the Chair is informed.

Mr, LUCAS. What title?

Mr., TAFT. It should be page 59, in-
stead of page 5.

Mr,. BUTLER. It is an amendment to
section 403, on page 5, line 19.

Mr. LUCAS. Does the Senator from
Nebraska seek to amend title III?

Mr. BUTLER. No.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Parlia-
mentarian advises the Chair -that it
ought to be page 59, instead of page 5.

Mr. BUTLER. Page 59, after line 18.

8715

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Nebraska offers an amendment on
page 59, after line 18.

Mr. BUTLER. The amendment would
add the words which were read by the
clerk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Nebraska is recognized.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, under
my amendment the provisions of the acf
would be made applicable to the terri-
torial possessions of the United States
as well as to the mainland or any other
area. We are all more or less familiar
with the situation which exists in
Hawaii today. It may be that some
would interpret the act, without this pro-
vision, to be applicable to offshore areas.
So I see no objection to spelling it out
and making it plain that the provisions
of the act are applicable to any terri-
tory or possession of the United States.

I have talked with the Delegate from
Hawaii, who represents the Territory of
Hawaii in the House, and he is in
thorough accord with the proposal which
I have made. I have not had a conver-
sation with the author of the bill. I do
not know exactly what his attitude is.
I have spoken with others who are
greatly interested in legislation affecting
our territorial possessions, and without
exception they are in favor of the
proposal.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
rule a proponent of an amendment is en-
titled to not to exceeed 10 minutes, and
any Senator who opposes an amendment
is entitled to not to exceed 10 minutes.
The Chair can recognize only Senators
who are opposed to the amendment.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr, President, I rise in
opposition to this amendment.

As I understand the amendment, its
purpose and effect would be to call into
operation the national emergency pro-
visions of the first Taft substitute in the
case of a labor dispute solely affecting
Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, Alaska,
or Hawaii, The intention appears to be
to make the emergency provisions appli-
cable to the current labor dispute in
Hawaii between the International Long-
shoremen’s and Warehousemen's Union
and the so-called Big Five of Hawail,
Both the President and the Federal Me-
diation and Conciliation Service have re-
garded the present emergency provisions
of the Taft-Hartley Act as not applicable
to the labor dispute in Hawaii, even
though the dispute may paralyze trade
or commerce within that Territory,
Under the Taft-Hartley Act the Ha-
waiian dispute is not regarded as ims-
periling the national health or safety.

That is the important point with re=-
spect to this amendment. While the
Senator from Nebraska seeks to amend
title IV, in reality he is amending title
III, dealing with national emergencies,
In the opinion of the Senator from Ili-
nois, a strike in Hawaii, Puerto Rico, or
any of the other possessions does nof
affect the national health, safety, and
welfare of the United States. There-
fore, I am opposed to this amendment,

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. I yicl
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Mr. TAFT. Ihave the feeling that the
Hawaiian situation has gone beyond the
point where the maintenance of the
status quo, as provided by the national
emergency section, is really applicable.
However, it occurs to me that in future
problems the provisions of the law should
be applicable. I wonder if the Senator
would oppose the amendment if we said
“on and after January 1, 1950,” or some-
thing of that kind., I thoroughly agree
with the Senator from Illinois that the
national emergency provision ought not
to be applied to the present situation in
Hawaii. I think it would be misleading
to the Hawaiian people to give them the
impression that that provision would be
applicable when a strike has gone as far
as this one has. I wonder if the Senator
from Illinois would withdraw his opposi-
tion if we said “on and after January 1,
1950.”

Mr. LUCAS. Will the Senator explain
to me the advantage of saying “on and
after January 1, 1950”2

Mr. TAFT. I believe that if we had
thought of it we probably would have
made the provisions of the original Taft-
Hartley Act apply to an area such as
Hawaii, which can be reached only by
water. No State is in that position. No
State can be cut off from food. The
borders of the States are such that it
can always be brought in. But with re-
spect to our offshore possessions, the
entire life of the people in certain sec-
tions can be strangled. In principle I
believe the amendment is right, but I do
not want to give anyone the impression
that I believe that at this stage in the
Hawaiian strike this amendment would
accomplish the purposes which might ap-
pear to be promised.

Mr, LUCAS. I agree in part with the
Senator from Ohio. I do not want it
understood that the amendment of the
Senator from Nebraska refers to a matter
which constitutes a national emergency.
It seems to me that there ought to be a
real national emergency affecting the
United States before any of the provi-
sions of the Taft-Hartley law are applied.
If the Taft substitute should become the
law of the land, I do not believe that a
strike in Hawaii would create a condi-
tion in this country which would con-
stitute a national emergency in which
the health and safety of the people of
this country would be affected. That is
why I oppose the amendment.

If we are going to add this amendment
to the provisions of title IV and really
make one of these strikes in a Territory
or possession a national emergency, then
there is not a strike that will take place
anywhere in this country that will not be
considered by some in the same category
and be considered as a national emer-
gency.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. LUCAS. I yield for a question.

Mr. BUTLER. I should like to ask
this question: If the exact condition pre-
vailing today in Hawalii, with its popula-
tion of 540,000 people, who now are com-
bletely in distress, were to prevail today
in some city on the mainland, for in-
stance, in the city of Chicago, would not
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the Senator think that would be a na-
tional emergency?

Mr. LUCAS. I would not attempt to
answer that question, because I am not
sufficiently familiar with the situation
in Hawaii to be able to compare it with
any hypothetical situation which might
exist in the continental United States.
I simply do not know about that.

I am in sympathy with what the Sena-
tor is trying to do. However, my point
is that I do not wish this provision to be
added to title III, the national emer-
gency provisions of this act, because I
am satisfied that if we do that, we then
shall have a law under which certain
sections of the country will be calling
upon the President of the United States
for the appointment of a board to in-
vestigate every conceivable kind of strike,
in an attempt to have it designated a
national emergency. I do not doubt that
the situation in Hawaii is extremely seri-
ous. But I say that if we were to add
this amendment to the national emer-
gency provisions, we would open the
gates to such action as I have mentioned,
and I do not think that should be done.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, LUCAS. 1 yield.

Mr. IVES. I should like to ask the
Senator whether he thinks the conditions
existing today in Hawaii should be met,
insofar as legislation is concerned, by
special legislation applicable solely to
that situation.

Mr. LUCAS. I1think the Senator isab-
solutely correct. I do not believe this is
the way to meet the need existing now in
Hawaii, but I agree with the Senator that
situations of this character can only be
considered as a separate matter. If it
is as important as the Senator from
Nebraska thinks it is, then it seems to
me that special legislation should be in-
troduced by him,

Mr. IVES. 1 take it, then, that the
Senator from Illinois would support such
legislation, if he thinks it so important.

Mr. LUCAS. Probably I would, de-
pending, of course, upon the nature of
the legislation. I am simply trying to
keep it out of the national emergency
provisions of the present bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
igie—

Mr. BUTLER. Mr, President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. A Senator
can speak only once in favor of or in op-
position to the amendment.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment of the Senator from Ne-
braska to the Taft substitute, as amend-
ed. [Putting the question.]

In the opinion of the Chair, the “noes”
have it.

Mr. WHERRY. 1 call for a division,
Mr. President.

On a division, the amendment to the
amendment was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
now is on agreeing to the substitute
offered by the Senator from Ohio, as
amended, to titles I, IT, and IV of the so-
called Thomas substitute, as amended.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I offer a
number of purely typographical correc-
tions, perfecting certain details.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. They will be
stated.

The Chief Clerk read, as follows:

On page 15, line 6, before the word “right”.
insert “exercise of the.”

On page 27, beginning with the word *‘sec-
tion"” in line 25, strike out over through the
word “Code”, in line 1 on page 28, and insert
in leu thereof “section 1001 of title 18 of
the United States Code.”

On page 28, line 20, strike out “section 356A
of the Criminal Code” and insert in lieu
thereof “section 1001 of title 18 of the United
States Code."”

On page 30, lines 11 and 12, strike out
*(U. 8. C., title 28, secs. T23-B, 723-C)" and
insert in lieu thereof “or pursuant to sec-
tion 2072 of title 28 of the United States
Code.”

On page 385, line 8, strike out “Supp. VIL.”

On page 35, beginning with the word
“courts” in line 23, strike out down through
the word *“relief”, in line 24, and insert in
lieu thereof “court shall have jurisdiction
to grant such injunctive relief.”

On page 47, lines 22 and 28, strike out “the
act of February 26, 1871 (16 Stat. 432)" and
insert in lieu thereof “‘section 109 of title I
of the United States Code.”

On page 56, line 12, strike out “Sec. 208"
and insert in lieu thereof “SEec. 208.”

On page 57, line 4, strike out “Sgc, 207"
and insert in lieu thereof “Sec. 209.”

On page 57, strike out lines 10 to 13, in-
clusive, and insert in lieu thereof the fol-
lowing:

“Sec. 401, Section 610 of title 18 of the
United States Code is amended to read as
follows:".

On page 57, line 14, strike out “Sgc. 313"
and insert in lieu thereof *Sgc. 610."

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
Jjection, the amendments offered by the
Senator from Ohio to his substitute will
be voted upon en bloe.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendments.

The amendments were agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The dques-
tion now recurs on the substitute offered
by the Senator from Ohio, as amended.

Mr. MORSE and other Senators asked
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MALONE (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr, ELLEN~
DER], who is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business. If he were
present, he would vote "yea.” If I were
permitted to vote, I would vote “nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
senior Senator from Louisiana [Mr.
ELLENDER] is absent by leave of the Sen-
ate on official business, having been
appointed an adviser to the delegation
of the United States of America, to the
Second World Health Organization
Assembly, meeting at Rome, Ifaly. The
pair of the Senator from Louisiana with
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. MaALONE]
has previously been announced.

The result was announced—yeas 49,
nays 44, as follows:

YEAS—49
Baldwin Cain Eastland
Brewster Capehart Ferguson
Bricker Chapman Flanders
Bridges Connally Fulbright
Butler Cordon George
Byrd Donnell Gurney
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So the amendment offered by Mr. TarT,
for himself, Mr. SmitH of New Jersey,
and Mr. DONNELL, as amended, to the so-
called Thomas substitute, as amended,
was agreed to.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah obtained the
floor.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield so that I may make a
motion to reconsider?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah.
motion.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I move
that the Senate reconsider the vote just
taken on this amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen-
ator from Nebraska to reconsider the
vote by which the Taft substitute, as
amended, was agreed to.

Mr, TAFT, I move to lay the motion
on the table.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the motion of the Sen-
ator from Ohio to lay the motion of the
Senator from Nebraska on the table.

The motion fo lay on the table was
agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
would like to state that the only part of
the Thomas bill left consists of the first
nine lines [laughter], which repeals the
Taft-Hartley Act. No amendment is in
order to any other part of the bill except
those nine lines, except that a sub-
stitute for the whole bill, as now
amended, is in order, if any Senator
wishes to offer it.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President,
I thank the Chair for stating the par-
liamentary situation. The bill has now
been changed, as the Chair said, except-
ing the first two lines. The real name
of the Taft-Hartley Act has always been,
as stated in the law, the Labor-Manage-
ment Relations Act of 1947. It has been
called the Taft-Hartley Act. The pend-
ing bill, if it becomes a law, should be
called the Taft Act of 1949. But that
would be a misnomer. Therefore, Mr.
President, I move that the so-called
Thomas substitute be amended by strik-
ing out lines 1 and 2 thereof and insert-
ing in lieu thereof that this act may be

I yield for a

the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The gues-
tion is, Shall the bill pass?

Mr. LANGER and other Senators re-
quested the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
the legislative clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. MALONE (when his name was
called). On this vote I have a pair with
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. ErL-
LENDER], who is absent by leave of the
Senate on official business. If he were
present and voting, he would vote “yea.”
If I were permitted to vote, I would vote
«nay-n

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
senior Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Er-
LENDER] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business, having been ap-
pointed an adviser to the delegation of
the United States of America to the
Second World Health Organization As-
sembly, meeting at Rome, Italy. The
pair of the Senator from Louisiana with
the Senator from Nevada [Mr. MALONE]
has previously been announced.

The result was announced—yeas 51
nays 42, as follows:

YEAS—b51
Baldwin George Reed
Brewster Gurney Robertson
Bricker Hendrickson  Russell
Bridges Hickenlooper Saltonstall
Butler Hoey Schoeppel
Byrd Holland Smith, Maine
Cain Jenner Smith, N. J.
Capehart Johnson, Tex. Stennis
Chapman Kem Taft
Connally Knowland Thye
Cordon MeCarthy Tydings
Donnell McClellan Vandenberg
Eastland Martin Watkins
Ferguson Maybank Wherry
Flanders Milllkin Wiley

Mundt Willlams

Fulbright O'Conor Young

NAYS—42
Alken Graham Johnson, Colo.
Anderson Green Johnston, 8. C.
Chavez Hayden EKefauver
Douglas Hill Kerr
Downey. Humphrey EKilgore
Ecton Hunt Langer
Gillette Ives Lodge

Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

REPORT ON CONTROL AND ErApICATION OF FoOT-
AND-MOUTH DISEASE, UNITED STATES AND
Mexico
A letter from the Secretary of Agriculture,

transmitting, pursuant to law, a report on

cooperation of the United States with Mexico
in the control and eradication of foot-and-

mouth disease, for the month of April 1949

(with accompanying papers); to the Commit-

tee on Agriculture and Forestry.

AMENDMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH BERVICE ACT,
RELATING TO VENEREAL DISEASE RAPID TREAT-
MENT CENTERS

A letter from the Acting Administrator,
Federal Security Agency, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to amend the Public
Health Bervice Act with respect to venereal
disease rapid treatment centers, and for other
purposes (with an accompanying paper); to
the Committee on Labor and Public Welfare.

AvniT REFORT OF HOME OWNERS' LoAN
CORPORATION

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, an audit report of the Home Owners'
Loan Corporation, for the fiscal year ended
June 3v, 1048 (with an accompanying re-
port); to the Committee on Expenditures in
the Executive Departments.

Aupitr REPORT OF VETERANS CANTEEN SERVICE

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, an audit report of the Veterans Canteen
Bervice, for the period August 7, 1946, to
June 380, 1947 (with an accompanying report);
to the Committee on Expenditures in the
Executive Departments.

AvUpIT REPORT OF INLAND WATERWAYS CORPORA=
TION AND SUBSIDIARY CORPORATION

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, an audit report of the Inland Waterways
Corporation and subsidiary corporation, for
the fiscal year ended June 30, 1947 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
Expenditures in the Executive Departments.
AUDIT REPORT ON GOVERNMENT SERVICES, INC.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, an audit report on Government Services,
Ine., for the year ended December 31, 1947
(with accompanying papers); to the Commit-
tee on Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments.
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PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc.,, were laid before the
Senate, and referred as indicated:
By the VICE PRESIDENT:
A joint resolution of the Legislature of
the State of California; to the Committee
on Public Works:

“Assembly Joint Resolution 41

*“Joint resolution relative to completion of
the Four States Highway

“Whereas the Four States Highway linking
the United States of America with its neigh-
bors to the north and south, Canada and
Mexico, has been in the process of construc-
tion for many years; and

“Whereas this important link between
three great nations of North America,
stretches thousands of miles through forests,
mountains, deserts, and plains, thereby open-
ing for travel large scenic areas; and

“Whereas this great highway, when com-
pleted, will encourage increased travel among
these three nations, thereby promoting
greater understanding and friendship among
the peoples of the North American Continent;
and

“Whereas this highway 1s also necessary
for the defense of the Western Hemisphere
and will facilitate a concerted defense of
this hemisphere by the three nations in the
event of an attack by an aggressor nation;
and

“Whereas one of the few uncompleted
stretches of the proposed highway is located
in Imperial County of this State between
the cities of Niland and Blythe through the
Chocolate Mountains area; and

“Whereas it has come to the attention
of the legislature that a possible obstacle
to the completion of this vital link is that
the United States Navy may seek to use this
area in the Chocolate Mountains region,
through which the link will pass, as a bomb-
ing range and may therefore demand the
abandonment of this stretch of the highway;
and

“Whereas there exists in the same general
region many other areas that could be used
for a bombing range, and which would not
interfere with the completion of this link in
this great highway: Now, therefore, be it

“Resolved by the Assembly and the Senate
of the State of California (jointly), That the
Legislature of the State of California respec-
tively memorializes the President, the Secre-
tary of Defense, and the Congress of the
United States to complete the construction
of the Niland to Blythe link of the Four
States Highway; and to locate any bombing
range for the use of the United States Navy
in an area where such range would not pre-
vent the completion of this highway; and
be it further

“Resolved, That the chief clerk of the
assembly be hereby directed to transmit
coples of this resolution to the President and
Vice President of the United States, to the
Secretary of Defense, to the Speaker of the
‘House of NPepresentatives, and to each Sen-
jator and Representative from California in
the Congress of the United States.”

A telegram in the nature of a petition
signed by sundry citizens of the United
States relating to a reduction of appropria-
tions for military purposes; to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

A letter in the nature of a petition from
the Landlords of America, Atlanta, Ga.,
signed by Willlam E. Dunn, president, re-
lating to rent controls; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

A resolution adopted by the Ladies’ Auxil-
lary of Sinai Congregation, Hillside, N. J.,
protesting against the enactment of legisla-
tion providing a change in the present cal-
endar; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions,

A resolution adopted by the Muniecipal
Officlals Assoclation of South Jersey, Had-
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donfield, N. J., favoring the enactment of
legislation providing a permsanent commlis-
sion on intergovernmental relations; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

A resolution adopted by the Jewish Com-
munlty Councill, Alexandria, Va., relating to
an investigation of the extent to which the
denazification program has been defeated;
to the Committee on Forelgn Relations,

A letter in the nature of a petition from
the Pacific War Memorial, Inc., of New York,
N. Y, relating to the designation of May 9
of each year as VE-day and September 2 of
each year as VJ-day (with an accompany-
ing paper); to the Committee on the Judi-
clary.

Pgtltions of sundry veterans, enrolled at
the Heart of America Training School, Ean-
sas City, Mo., praying for the enactment of
legislation to provide for State supervision
of benefits under the GI bill of rights; to the
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare,

A resolution adopted by the District of Co-
lumbia Federation of Women's Clubs, Wash-
ington, D, C., relating to the strike of steve-
dores in Hawaii; to the Committee on Labor
and Public Welfare.

Resolutions adopted by the New Hamp-
shire Dental Society, Manchester, N. H., and
the Tennessee State Dental Assoclation, pro-
testing against the enactment of legislation
providing compulsory health insurance; to
:he Committee on Labor and Public Wel-

are.

A resolution adopted by the City Council
of the Clty of Cambridge, Mass., favoring the
enactment of House bill 4009, the so-called
bipartisan national housing bill; ordered to
lie on the table.

DEVELOPMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
OF RIVER BASINS OF NEW ENGLAND
STATES—RESOLUTION OF CITY COUN-
CIL OF WOONSOCKET, R. L.

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I pre-
sent for appropriate reference a resolu-
tion adopted by the City Council of
Woonsocket, R. 1., favoring the enact-
ment of Senate bill 1899, providing for
the conservation and development of the
natural resources of the river basins in
the New England States, introduced by
me on May 20, 1949, and I ask unani-
mous consent that it be printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Public Works, and ordered to be printed
in the REcorp, as follows:

Resolution endorsing United States Senate
bill 1899, introduced May 20, 1949, by Sen-
ator THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN
Whereas New England and the State of

Rhode Island have not had the advantage

of over-all development planning, such as

that given to other sections and States;
and

Whereas a bill has been introduced by

- Benator THEcDORE FraNCIs GREEN of Rhode

Island in the United States SBenate entitled—

“A bill to aid in the use, conservation, and
development of the natural resources of the
river basins in the New England States and
to establish the New England River Basin
Survey Commission

“Be it enacted, etc., That the purpose of
this act is (a) to provide for an integrated
and cooperative investigation, study, and
survey by a commission created pursuant to
this act and composed of representatives of
certain departments and agencies of the
United States, and of certain States enumer-
ated herein, in connection with, and in pro-
motion of, the conservation, utilization, and
development of the land and water resources
of the river basins of the States of Maine,
New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts,
Rhode Island, and Connecticut in order to
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formulate a comprehensive and coordinated
plan for—

*(1) fiood control and prevention;

“(2) pollution abatement and the protec-
tlon of public health;

“(3) domestic and municipal water sup-
plies;

“(4) improvement and safeguarding of
navigation;

“(5) hydroelectric power and industrial
development and utilization;

“(6) soil conservation and utilization;

*(7) forest conservation and utilization;

“(8) preservation, protection, and enhance~
ment of fish and wildlife resources;

“*{9) development of recreation; and

“(10) other beneficial and useful purposes
not herein enumerated": Now, then, be it

Resolved, That we, the members of the
City Council of Woonsocket, in order to pro-
mote the general welfare and greater pros-
perity of our city and its people by the fullest
possible use of all our natural resources,
hereby endorse said bill 8. 1899 with such
amendments as may more effectively accom-
pllllsh the Intent of said bill, and be it fur-
ther

Resolved, That the city clerk of the city
of Woonsocket be and hereby is directed to
forward a copy of this resclution to each of
our Senators and Representatives in Congress
and to the clerk of the Senate Committee on
Public Works.

ALEXANDER J. MARCHUT.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. MURRAY, from the Committee on
Labor and Public Welfare:

H.R.3151. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act of June 25, 1938,
as amended, by providing for the certifica-
tion of batches of drugs composed wholly or
partly of any kind of aureomycin, chlor-
amphenicol, and bacitracin, or any deriva-
tive thereof; without amendment (Rept. No.
600) ;

H. J. Res. 228. Joint resolution authorizing
an appropriation for the work of the Presi-
dent’s Committee on National Employ the
Physically Handicapped Week; without
amendment (Rept. No. 601); and

8. Con. Res. 17. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding for expansion and intensification of
public health research on the family aspects
of chronic illnesses; without amendment
(Rept. No. 599).

By Mr. McCARRAN, from the Committee
on the Judiciary:

S.J.Res. 2. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the United
States providing for the election of President
and Vice President; with an amendment
(Rept. No. 602).

By Mr. MAYBANEK, from the Committee on
Banking and Currency:

5. 2085. A bill to amend the Employment
Act of 1946 with respect to the Joint Com-
mittee on the Economic Report; with amend-
ments (Rept. No. 603).

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. MARTIN:

5.2172. A bill to make reclaimed lubricat-
ing oils subject to the excise tax on lubricat-
ing oils; to the Committee on Finance.

5.2173. A bill for the relief of Giuseppe and
Edward Moschetti; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

By Mr. TYDINGS:

5. 2174. A bill to authorize the Departments
of the Army, Navy, and Air Force to partici-
pate in the transfer of certain real property
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or interests therein, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Armed Services.
By Mr. DOUGLAS:

B.2175. A bill for the relief of Eivind
Hognestad; and

8.2176. A bill for the relief of Dr, Bel Tse
Chao and his wife, May Chao; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

(Mr, DOUGLAS (for himself, Mr. GRAHAM,
Mr. McCarTHY, and Mr. FLANDERS) introduced
Benate bill 2177, to create, and assign duties
to, the office of Assistant Secretary of the
Navy for the Marine Corps, and to fix the
personnel strength of the United States Ma-
rine Corps in relation to that of the other
armed forces, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, and appears un-
der a separate heading.)

By Mr, CAIN:

5. 2178. A bill authorizing the construction
of a flood-control project along the lower
Columbia River, as recommended by the
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors
under date of February 21, 1949; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

By Mr. ENOWLAND:

£.2179. A bill for the relief of Stephen A.
Patkay and his wife, Madeleine; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MAGNUSON:

5.2180. A bill authorizing certain works
for the improvement of navigation, the con-
trol of floods, and the conservation and utili-
zation of the waters of the Columbia River
and its tributaries, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Public Works,

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senator from California [Mr.
Downey], the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. Tromas], the Senator from North
Dakota [Mr. Lancer], the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. TayvLor], and myself, I in-
troduce for appropriate reference a bill
which is popularly known as the Town-
send bill,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

By Mr. PEPPER (for himself, Mr,
DownNEY, Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma,
Mr. TaYLOR, and Mr. LANGER) :

8.2181. A bill to provide every adult citl-
gen In the United States with equal basic
Federal insurance, permitting retirement
with benefits at age 60, and also covering
total disability, from whatever cause, for cer-
tain citizens under 60; to give protection to

widows with children; to provide an ever--

expanding market for goods and services
through the payment and distribution of
such benefits in ratio to the Nation's stead-
ily increasing ability to produce, with the cost
of such benefits to be carried by every citizen
in proportion to the income privileges he
enjoys; to the Committee on Finance.
By Mr. KILGORE:

8.J.Res. 113. Joint resolution to provide
for collecting and publishing the writings of
Abraham Lincoln and Woodrow Wilson; to
the Committee on Rules and Administration,

CONTINUATION OF UNITED STATES
MARINE CORPS

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, on be-
half of the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. GrRaHAM ], the Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. McCARTHY], the Senator from
Vermont [Mr. FLANDERS], and myself, I
introduce for appropriate reference a bill
to guarantee the continuation of the
United States Marine Corps as a fighting
element in our armed forces, and I ask
unanimous consent that the bill, together
with an explanatory statement by me
be printed in the RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be appropriately referred, and, without
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objection, the statement presented by
the Senator from Illinois will be printed
in the RECORD,

The bill (S. 2177) to create, and assign
duties to, the office of Assistant Secre-
tary of the Navy for the Marine Corps,
and to fix the personnel strength of the
United States Marine Corps in relation
to that of the other armed forces, intro-
duced by Mr. DoucLas (for himself, Mr.
GrAHAM, Mr. McCaArTHY, and Mr. FLAN-
DERS), was read twice by its title, referred
to the Committee on Armed Services,
and ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That there sghall be in
the Department of the Navy an Assistant
Becretary of the Navy for the Marine Corps
who shall be appointed by the President, by
and with the advice and consent of the Sen-
ate, and shall receive the same compensa-
tion as the other Assistant Becretaries of the
Navy. The Assistant Secretary of the Navy
for the Marine Corps shall, under the direc-
tion of the Secretary of the Navy, be charged
with the supervision of the United States
Marine Corps and the coordination of its ac-
tivities with other governmental agencies,
and, in addition, such other duties as may
be assigned to him by the Secretary of the
Navy.

SEC. 2. The first sentence of section 206 (c)
of the National Security Act of 1947 is hereby
amended to read as follows: “The United
States Marine Corps, within the Department
of the Navy, shall include land combat and
service forces and such aviation as may be
organic therein, and the personnel strength
of the Regular Marine Corps shall be main-
tained at not less than 6 percent of the com-
bined personnel strengths of the Regular
Army, the Regular Navy, and the Regular Air
Force.”

The statement presented by Mr.
DoucLas is as follows:
STATEMENT BY SENATOR DOUGLAS

The bill provides that the strength of the
Marine Corps shall be fixed at 6 percent of
the combined strength of the Army, Navy,
and Air Force services and that there shall
be an Assistant Secretary of the Navy in
charge of Marine Corps activities.

An identical bill is being introduced today
in the House of Representatives by Con=-
gressman Mrke MANsFiELD, of Montana, and
is being sponsored by 56 Congressmen. Both
bills carry out the suggestion made by
Admiral Willlam F. Halsey on June 10 that
the continuance of the Marine Corps be as-
sured by fixing its strength at 6 percent of
the combined personnel of the other
branches of the armed forces.

I do not believe that any extended argu-
ment on behalf of this bill is needed. The
Marine Corps has made its record in combat,
and has established a noble and llving tradi-
tion of skill in battle and a complete readi-
ness to die for our country. We believe that
this tradition should be continued and that
under no condition should service jealousies
be allowed to put it to death or reduce it to
purely guard duties. There is still abundant
work for the Marine Corps to do. It does not
ask for elaborate equipment or soft service.
It only asks for the chance to be assigned
on the most dangerous of missions and to do
its duty with fidelity. We have every confi-
dence In the pledged word of the present
Secretary of Defense that the Marine Corps
will not be abolished. But new Secretaries
will take office in the future and of them we
cannot be certain. We know that there are
powerful forces which would like to do away
with the Marine Corps or reduce it to purely
guard duties. We are confident the Ameri-
can public does not want this to occur.
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HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 284)
making temporary appropriations for the
fiscal year 1950, and for other purposes,
was read twice by its title, and referred
to the Committee on Appropriations,

AMENDMENT OF INTERNAL REVENUE
CODE—AMENDMENTS

Mr. WILLIAMS submitted four
amendments intended to be proposed by
him to the bill (H. R. 3905) to amend
section 3121 of the Internal Revenue
Code, which were ordered to lie on the
table and to be printed.

RETIREMENT OF MAJ. GEN. WILTON B.
PERSONS—TRIBUTE BY SENATOR
BRIDGES
[Mr. BRIDGES asked and obtalned leave

to have printed in the Recomrp a statement

by him in tribute to Maj. Gen. Wilton B.

Persons on his retirement from the Regular

Army June 30, 1949, which appears in the

Appendix.] ;

THE LONGSHOREMEN'S STRIKE IN
HAWAII—EDITORIAL COMMENT
[Mr. BUTLER asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp two editorials,
one entitled “American Call to Arms,” from

the Honolulu Advertiser of June 25, 1949,

and the other entitled “Hawaii Blockaded,”

published in the Long Beach (Calif.) Inde-
pendent of June 27, 1949, which appear in
the Appendix.]

THE LABOR BILL—TELEGRAM FROM
JAMES C. PETRILLO TO BSENATOR
DOUGLAS
[Mr. DOUGLAS asked and obtained leave

to have printed in the Recorp a telegram

from James C. Petrillo, president, American

Federation of Musicians, sent to him under

date of June 20, 1949, which appears in the

Appendix.]

REFORM IN PROCEDURE BEFORE CON-
GRESSIONAL COMMITTEES—NOTICE OF
HEARING

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, I an-
nounce for the information of the Mem-
bers of the Senate that on July 14, 1949,
at 10 o’clock a. m. a subcommittee of the
Committee on Rules and Administration
will begin open hearings on Senate Con-
current Resolution 2, submitted by the
senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lucas],
which pertains to a reform in procedure
before congressional committees. Time
will be reserved for testimony of any
Senator who desires to appear. As
chairman of the subcommittee, I suggest
that any Senator who desires to testify
communicate with the clerk of the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration.

LEAVES OF ABSENCE

Mr. GEORGE was granted leave to be
absent from the Senate Tuesday and
Wednesday of next week.

Mr. GURNEY was granted leave to
be absent from the Senate on Tuesday,
July 5. L
REMOVAL OF EXCISE TAXES—STATEMENT

BY SENATOR WILEY

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I send to
the desk a statement which I have pre-
pared on the subject of excise tax repeal.
I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed in the body of the ReEcorp at this
point,
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There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

“When is Congress going to take the nui-
sance tax off our backs?" This is a question
which has been submitted to me in hundreds
of letters which I have received from Wis-
consin and other States of the Union. As
I have previously reported to my colleagues
on May 3 and other occasions, the people of
our Nation insist that the ridiculous and
burdensome system of excise taxes be com-
pletely revamped.

Our people are sick and tired of paying
through the nose these nuisance taxes every
time they buy the simple necessities of life.
Our women are tired of paying so-called
luxury taxes on baby lotions, hair shampoos,
face creams, lipsticks, face powder, and hun-
dreds of other items that women utilize,

A druggist in Centuria, Wis., wrote to me:

“I am for your tax-repeal bill 100 percent,
I wish every Senator would be for this bill,
Mothers will not buy baby lotions on account
of the tax, and baby lotions are essential for
every baby. I never heard of a baby being
a luxury.”

MANY ITEMS COVERED BY MY BILLS

In addition to attempting to wipe out the
above nuisance taxes, I have introduced leg-
islation to repeal the wartime rate of 20 per-
cent on jewelry, 256 percent on long-distance
phone calls, 25 percent on telegrams, 15 per=-
cent on local telephone service, 15 percent on
transportation of persons, 20 percent on elec-
tric bulbs, 20 percent on furs, 20 percent on
dues or membership fees. In addition, my
bills, including my amendment to H. R. 2033,
would wipe out the wartime rates on leather
goods, camera equipment, gasoline and lu-
bricating oils, musical instruments, cooking
appliances, sporting goods, insurance poli-
cles, safe-deposit boxes, religious entertain-
ment, autos, radios, refrigerators, air condi-
tioners, tires, tubes, agricultural and other
fairs, ete.

Let me summarize the case, as I see it for
tax repeal:

CUT UNITED STATES EXPENSES

1. Everyone recognizes that Uncle Sam is
having tough budgetary problems. We are
faced with a $44,000,000,000 budget, and, ob-
viously, considered revenue is needed in order
to cover expenses, At the same time, we feel
that so long as we keep providing the admin-
istration with huge amounts of revenue
through these taxes it will continue to urge
not less expense but even higher Federal
appropriations, The same administration
which screams in phoney horror against ex-
cise-tax repeal wants to saddle a §5,000,000,-
000 or £10,000,000,000 socialized medicine cost
on the Nation. We say, therefore, “cut away
some of the administration’s income and per-
haps that will serve to put pressure on the
administration to cut Federal expenditures.”

ATTACK EXCISES ON ALL-OUT BASIS

2. We feel that we must attack the excise-
tax problem on a broad front. We cannot
simply pass an excise-tax bill to repeal, let us
say, a single exclse tax on a single item, llke
cosmetics or repeal a few taxes as the Senate
Finance Committee has recommended. One
excise tax is almost as big a nuisance as an-
other. Why should we discriminate between
them? Why should we repeal the burden on
one businessman and not repeal the burden
on another? I, for one, cannot say which
particular tax hurts most, which tax is the
greatest burden to folks in the low-income
brackets, so I say, “let’s wipe the slate clean
and then reevaluate the whole situation.”

EXCISE TAXES ARE CRAZY PATCHWORK
3. The excise-tax structure as it now exists
is a crazy patchwork., One'item is taxed at
15 percent, another item at 20 percent, and
still another item at 25 percent. Who can

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

justify the complete arbritrariness of this tax
set-up?
HIGH TAXES CAUSE RECESSION

4, High taxes are helping to contribute to
the present recession in which our Nation
finds itself, Retailers find that they are un-
able to move their stocks because our people
simply won't buy items whose cost 1s heavily
increased by excise taxes amounting to one=-
fifth or one-sixth of the total cost. Whole
industries are on the financial rocks because
of these excise burdens.

Not only our businessmen are suffering,
but workers are being thrown out of jobs.
An A. F. of L. union secretary in West Bend,
Wis., wrote to me:

“I want to personally thank you for your
efforts toward the repeal of the tax on per-
sonal leather goods. You are on the right
track, for our jobs in the leather factory that

I am an employee of will benefit greatly by .

that bill.”

He then went on to point to the critical
unemployment problem that the leather=
goods industry is facing.

FIGHTING FOR ECONOMY

5. We are financial realists. As I have
pointed out, those of us who are fighting for
exclse-tax repeal recognize that we simply
cannot wipe out all taxes in view of the heavy
cost of Government these days, At the same
time, we are seeking Federal economy by, for
example:

A, Fighting for enactment of the Hoover
Commission recommendations (and by that
I don’t mean watered-down recommendations
arbitrarily selected, but the real meat of the
Hoover reports).

B. Fighting for BSenate Joint Resolution
108 (of which I am cosponsor), which is de-
signed to cut from two to four billion dollars
from the Federal budget.

On previous occasions I have quoted from
letters which I have received from depart-
ment-store managers, photographers, drug-
gists, gift-shop owners, jewelers, and literally
dozens of other occupations and professions
whose members are hamstrung by these
excise taxes.

GRASS ROOTS OF WISCONSIN ENDORSE WILEY BILL

I should like at this point to gquote some
additional excerpts from letiers recently re-
celved. I feel that these communications
straight from the hearts of the people of Wis-
consin and of America express better than I
can the importance of speedy action. These
people are not asking for anything special.
They are willing to pay their way. They are
patriotic, They want to help their Govern-
ment meet its financial problems. At the
same time, they recognize that excise taxes
are at such a terribly high level now that ac-
tually to reduce them or to repeal them en-
tirely would be to increase tax revenue to
Uncle S8am. The reason for that is obvious.
If there is a greater amount of purchases of
goods, more taxes will come in,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MUST ACT

I hope the people of the United States will
continue to write to their Congressmen and
Senators urging action on this front. Since
revenue legislation is Involved, action must
be started over in the House of Representa-
tives rather than in the United States Sen-
ate, ‘because of course under our United
States Constitution, the Senate cannot take
initial action in this field. There is enough
time for the Congress to keep falth with the
American people and fulfill its promise to
remove wartime taxes. Let Congress take
these nuisance taxes from the backs of the
overburdened taxpayer.

ExcerpTs FrROM WISCONSIN LETTERS
A small-business man in Milwaukee en-
dorses Wiley bill:
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“Please accept my thanks for the wonder-
ful work and interest you have taken in our
behalf—introducing bill 8. 1029. * * * I
can truthfully say, Senator, that if this bill
8. 1029 is not passed, it will either break or
make crooks out of most businessmen.”

A manufacturer in Wisconsin Raplds sends
his congratulations:

“Thank you for mailing me the printed
copy covering your remarks on the nuisance
tax. I have read the contents of this paper
sent me and want to congratulate you and
say ‘well done.’ * * * ItisWothing short
of criminal to tax the people of this country
whose incomes are in the lower brackets,
when others who can better afford it go scot
free. There are many items that d> not have
an excise tax, and yet the poor woman who
buys the cheapest kind of a cooking stove
is forced to pay 10 percent excise tax, * * *
Keep up the good work, Senator, because we
need you. The tax burden in this country
1s becoming unbearable.”

A musicians’ union secretary in EKenosha
emphasizes importance of tax relief:

“The 20 percent entertainment tax is also
doing a good job of exterminating amusement
places and thereby creating unemployment
for musicians, walters, etc. Many clubs
throughout the country have been forced to
close because of this tax. * * * Please
rest assured that we are behind you 100 per-
cent in trying to eliminate this tax. I know
that the American Federation of Musicians
will be extremely grateful to you and we take
our hat off to you for rendering a great serv-
ice to the American public.”

A past president of Wisconsin Beauty Par-
lor Association writes:

“I wish to express my personal gratitude to
you for your interests on this measure.
In our beauty profession we have been pay-
ing excise tax on the items that we actually
use to do business with. In other words our
tools in the beauty profession—our solutions,
creams, etc. * * * BSo your kind help in
aiding to repeal the excise tax would certainly
give us beauticians a falrer chance to make a
just Hving. * * * I'm sure that all the
beauticians are in accord with me in this, my
personal expression to you."”

A rubber-mill executive in La Crosse en-
dorses Wiley economy and tax-cut efforts:

“I received in this morning’s mail a copy of
your remarks entitled ‘Give the Ax to Nul-
sance Tax." I have also followed with a great

_deal of pleasure, your general policy of cutting

taxes wherever you see it possible; also your
position on Hoover Commission recommen-
dations and I wish to compliment you on the
fine work you are trying todo. * * * I
am inclined to believe that you are going to
find a tremendous support to your activities
from numerous individuals as there is no
question that many of these wartime meas-
ures are very expensive, aggravating, and
unnecessary and it is about time some clear-
thinking men have the courage to stop some
of this waste in Government.”

TEMPORARY AFPPROPRIATIONS FOR THE
FISCAL YEAR 1950

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, from
the Committee on Appropriations I re-
port favorably House Joint Resolution
284, making temporary appropriations
for the fiscal year 1950, and for other
purposes, already passed by the House
of Representatives and approved by the
Senate Committee on Appropriations.

Mr. President, all the appropriation
bills have not yet been passed, and this
joint resolution is proposed merely for
the purpose of providing for payment of
officers and employees of the Govern-
ment during July. It is unanimously re-
ported by the committee, and I ask
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unanimous consent for its immediate
consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection?

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I inquire
if this joint resolution be open to amend-
ment?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It will be.
Is there objection to the present con-
sideration of the joint resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the joint resolu-
tion (H. J. Res. 284), making temporary
appropriations for the fiscal year 1950,
and for other purposes.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, this
joint resolution is merely for the pur-
pose of providing for the payment of
officers and clerks of the Government
during the month of July. It is what is
known as a continuing resolution, pro-
viding for appropriations until all the
appropriation bills have been passed.
We hope to get the appropriation bills
all passed during the month of July.
That will be quite a job, but we hope to
accomplish it, and I think we can. Un-
der these circumstances I think no Sen-
ator will object to the passage of the
continuing resolution.
~ Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I cer-
tainly do not object to the passage of this
joint resolution; on the contrary, I favor
it, and I fully appreciate its necessity.
It is so necessary that I believe it is a
piece of legislation which is sure to pass.
That is one of the reasons which impels
me to offer an amendment to it, because
I think the only way in which I can ever
get this amendment before the Senate is
to offer it to a piece of legislation which
is sure to pass. So I move to amend the
joint resolution by adding at the proper
place the following provision:

No part of any funds appropriated for im=-
provements affecting the Senate wing of the
Capitol shall be used to make any alterations
in the appearance of the Senate Chamber,
whether by changlng any dBSkB, chairs,
rostrum, couches, or other furnishings, wall
decorations, color of the rug, or otherwise,
except to the extent that repairs to the roof
or improvements in lighting or accoustics,
require such alterations.

Mr. President, I believe there are many
Members of the Senate who do not real-
ize that after we leave this Chamber and
move into the old Supreme Court room
this whole place is to be done over, and
when we return to it we will not recog-
nize it any longer. It is not merely a
question of fixing the roof, it is not
merely a question of improving the
acoustics and installing indirect light-
ing. That is all right. All these pilas-
ters and all this painting work will be
taken away, and the Senate will be made
to look like the inside of a bank. There
is to be a different kind of floor. The
whole appearance of this Chamber, in
which so much that is wonderful in
American history has taken place, is to
be changed. Senators can go down-
stairs to the office of the Architect of the
Capitol and there see very classy draw-
ings and paintings which illustrate what
I have said.

In talking with Senators I find that
very few of them realize that the changes
I have indicated are what is to be done.
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Most Senators think we are to move out
of this Chamber in order to have the
roof repaired and that would be all right.
They think we are to leave these quar-
ters in order that the ventilation and
acoustics may be improved, and that
better lighting may be installed, and that
is all right. Most Senators with whom
I have talked do not realize that there
is a scheme on foot completely to change
the whole appearance of the Senate
Chamber. I think that is unnecessary,
I think it is presumptuous, and I think
it is'in bad taste. I think the whole idea
that the Fine Arts Commission can tell
us what we ought to do in a matter in-
volving the history and tradition of the
Senate is away out of line.

Mr. President, so far as I know, this
change in the decoration of the Senate
has never been approved by any com-
mittee. I am soadvised. The only way
I know of to stop it is to offer an amend-
ment to an appropriation bill. The
funds for this purpose have been appro-
priated. It is for these reasons that I
offer the amendment.

I ask that the amendment be stated
once more so that the Senate may know
what it is I propose.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will state the amendment.

The CHier CLERK. It is proposed to
insert at the proper place the following:

No part of any funds appropriated for im=-
provements affecting the Senate wing of the
Capitol shall be used to make any altera-
tions in the appearance of the Senate Cham-
ber, whether by changing any desks, chalrs,
rostrum, couches, or other furnishings, wall
decorations, color of the rug, or otherwise,
except to the extent that repairs to the roof
or improvements in lighting or acoustics re-
quire such salterations.

Mr. McCEELLAR. Mr. President, I re-
gret very much that the Senator from
Massachusetts has offered this amend-
ment. The measure before the Senate is
an emergency joint resolution, similar
to one passed practically every 2 years.
The House has already passed this joint
resolution, and the employees of the
Government will know that they will re-
ceive their money, if the joint resolution
shall be enacted. If it has to go back to
the House, we do not know whether it
will be passed there or not, and it will
have to go back to the House if the
amendment shall be agreed to. I hope it
will not be agreed to. I thought at first
that it was subject to a point of order,
but I am not sure about that. I make
the point of order, so that we can get a
ruling on it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Tennessee makes the point of or-
der that the amendment is not in order
on the measure now before the Senate.
The Chair thinks it is not in order under
the rule of the Senate that amendments
to appropriation bills must be germane.
The Chair thinks it is not in order, but
the Chair thinks that under the rule he
will have to submit the question to the
Senate without debate. It is not subject
to debate.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry., What is not subject
to debate?
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The point of
order.

Mr. LODGE. Under what rule does
the Chair say that a ruling of the Chair
is not subject to debate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Rule 16,
paragraph 4, which provides——

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I appeal
from the ruling of the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under that
rule and paragraph, an amendment to a
general appropriation bill is not in order
if it is not germane. The question of
germaneness is submitted to the Senate.

Mr. LODGE. No——

The VICE PRESIDENT.., The question
is whether the Senate concurs in the
ruling of the Chair, which is not subject
to debate.

Mr. LODGE. The question of appeal
is debatable.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Certainly
the question of appeal is debatable.

Mr. LODGE. I appeal. I regret very
much——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair is
unable to understand how an appeal
from the obvious meaning of the rule is
in order. The Chair will ask the Secre-
tary——

Mr. LODGE. We have come to g sorry
pass in the Senate when we cannot ap-
peal from the decision of the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
asks the Secretary to read the rule.

The Cuier CLERK. Rule 16, paragraph

And all questions of relevancy of amend=
ments under this rule, when raised, shall be
submitted to the Senate and be decided with-
out debate; and any such amendment or re-
striction to a general appropriation bill may
be lgllﬁ on the table without prejudice to
the ¥

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, the
President did not submit it to the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
is about to submit it to the Senate, if
the Senator from Massachusetts will
give him an opportunity.

Mr. LODGE. I thought the Senator
from Massachusetts had the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The point of
order is not subject to debate.

Mr, McKELLAR. The Senator from
Tennessee had the floor and yielded to
the Senator from Massachusetts to
present his amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Tennessee had the floor, and the
Senator from Tennessee made the point
of order. The point of order on the
question of germaneness is not subject
to debate. The Chair submits to the
Senate the question: Is this amendment
under the rule germane? [Putting the
question.] In the opinion of the Chair,
the noes have it.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I ask for
a division.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Those who -

favor the germaneness of the amend-
ment will rise and remain standing until
counted. Those who oppose will like-
wise rise and remain standing until
counted.

The decision of the Senate is that the
amendment is not germane.

Mr. LODGE. I suggest the absence of
A gquorum.



8722

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
has announced the result. The sugges-
tion of the absence of a quorum is al-
ways in order, but it will have no effect
upon the vote.

Mr. LODGE. I suggest the absence of
& quorum anyway.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Alken Hoey Mundt
Anderson Holland Murray
Baldwin Humphrey Myers
Brewster Hunt Neely
Bricker Ives O'Conor
Eridges Jenner O'Mahoney
Butler Johnson, Colo. Pepper
Byrd Johnson, Tex. Reed

Cain Johnston, S. C. Robertson
Capehart Kefauver Russell
Chapman Eem Saltonstall
Chavez Kerr Schoeppel
Connally Kilgore Smith, Maine
Cordon Knowland Smith, N. J.
Donnell Langer Sparkman
Douglas Lodge Stennis
Downey Long Taft
Eastland Lucas Taylor i
Ecton McCarran Thomas, Okla,
Ferguson MeCarthy ‘Thomas, Utah
Flanders MeClellan Thye

Frear McFarland Tobey
Fulbright McGrath ' Tydings
George McEKellar Vandenberg
Gillette McMahon Watkins
Graham Magnuson Wherry
Green Malone Wiley
Gurney Martin Williams .
Hayden Maybank Withers
Hendrickson Miller Young
Hickenlooper Millikin

Hill Morse

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present. The question is on the passage
of the joint resolution.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, as I un-
derstand, the joint resolution is open to
unlimited debate, and I intend to have a
few words to say about it. It seems to
me that the attitude which has been
taken about (his amendment of mine is
not very courteous. I think the pro-
posal I make is entitled to consideration
on its merits, and that it is never a good
way to meet a question by invoking tech-
nicalities and points of order and saying
an amendment is not germane, and thus
trying to get rid of it. We never get any-
where in the Senate of the United States
by trying to choke a Senator off. When-
ever an attempt is made to choke a Sen-
ator off on the floor it results in that
Senator talking much longer than he
would have talked in the first place.

It would have been a very simple thing
for the Senator from Tennessee to have
accepted this amendment. It would not
take any time in conference at all. The
Members of the House certainly are not
geing to object to some decision we make
here about the interior decoration of
this Chamber. It is inconceivable that
it would cause any delay at all. I do not
want to cause any delay in the passage of
the joint resolution. I realize that its
provisions are good, and that we must
pass it.

Here is a chance to save some money,
Mr. President; $2,300,000 has been ap-
propriated to do over this Chamber. If
we do only the things that are necessary
for lighting and acoustics and wentila-
tion, we can save all the rest of the money
which is going into marble, cut stone,
ariljd plaster moldings, and I do not kno.s
what.
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Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

- Mr, LODGE. I yield to the Senator
from Connecticut.

Mr. BALDWIN. I understand that
under the plans which are contemplated
it is proposed to dispose of the glass
panels in the ceiling of the Senate Cham-
ber. Does the Senator know what is
going to be done with them?

Mr. LODGE. There will be taken out
all those interesting glass panels, which
have been in the ceiling of the Senate
Chamber since 1859, and which I imagine
are absolutely irreplaceable. They are
very quaint. They reflect the great days
of the past. They are to be taken out,
and in their place inverted bowls to give
indirect lighting are to be installed.

Mr. BALDWIN. Is this going to be the
Yale Bowl or the Harvard Stadium?

Mr. LODGE. I do not know what kind
of a bowl it will be.

Mr. BALDWIN. Does the Senaftor
know what is to be done with the glass
inserts?

Mr. LODGE. I do not know what is to
be done with them. I do not think any
provision has been made for them. The
Senator can go downstairs to the office
of the Architect of the Capitol and see
a number of gaudy paintings showing
what is proposed to be done. !

Mr, BALDWIN. Has the Senator been
in the office of the distinguished Vice
President and seen there the small pieces
of glass window lights which came from
the British House of Parliament, and
which are so very highly treasured? One
of them has been delivered to us, and we
treasure it here. Has the Senator seen
the piece of glass which was knocked out
by the air raids?

Mr. LODGE. I have seen it, and I am
proud enough of this building and this
Chamber to express the hope that at
least an equal amount of sentiment will
attach to these stained-glass panels.
But when I talk with the men who are re-
sponsible for this work I get the impres-
sion that they feel that everything that
was done in 1859 was bad and must be
thrown away. Unless this discussion had
taken place today, they would probably
have thrown away all the glass panels,
because they think they are ugly.

Mr. BALDWIN. Does the Senator re-

member that on the ledge as we go out
of the Senate Chamber there are some
snuff boxes which have been there since
1859? I do not ask the Senator if he
uses snuff, but apparently some of our
predecessors did. Does the Senator know
what disposition is to be made of those
snuff boxes?
- Mr. LODGE. I do not know what is
going to happen to the snuff boxes. I do
not know what is going to happen to the
little bottles on our desks which contain
sand.

I do not see why there should be any
change whatever. If we can get this
Chamber on a practical basis from the
standpoint of acousties, lighting, and
ventilation, I think we shall have done
all we need to do. We have an oppor-
tunity to save some money. I do not
know exactly how much. The Architect
of the Capitol does not seem able to fur-
nish me the figures. A week ago I asked
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for a break-down of the figures. The
sum total is $2,300,000. Obviously, if the
entire decorative scheme is not to be
done over, we can save a substantial part
of that sum. If this proposal is not ger-
mane to an appropriation bill, I should
like to know to what it is germane. I
realize that that is not a parliamentary
question, and that neither the Presiding
Officer nor the chairman of the Appro-
priations Committee has to answer it,
and I am very sure that they will not
answer it. I pause. I get no answer.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If the Sena-
tor from Massachusetts wants the Chair
to answer if, the Chair will answer it.
~ Mr. LODGE. I should like very much
to have the Chair answer it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Under the
rule of the Senate, an amendment to a
general appropriation bill must be ger-
mane, or at least the question of ger-
maneness must be submitted to the Sen-
ate when a point of order is made. The
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations is under general instructions
from that committee to make a point of

order against amendments which are -

either legislative proposals in appropria--
tion bills or which are not germane. The
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. MCKELLAR]
made the point of order.. The Chair sub-
mitted the question to the Senate, and
the Senate decided that the amendment
was not germane,

_.Mr. LODGE. The Senate decided it
without having heard a single word of
debate on the subject.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The rule pro-
vides that the question shall be decided
without debate.

Mr. LODGE. The Senator from Mas-
sachusetts was choked off completely.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
would like to have the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts, for whom the Chair has the
greatest respect and affection, under-
stand that it was not the Chair who
choked off the Senator. It was the rule
adopted by the Senate.

Mr. LODGE. I did not say that the
able Vice President choked the Senator
from Massachusetts off. I merely say
that he was choked off. The result was
that no discussion was possible as to
whether this amendment was germane or
not. I think it is germane, for this rea-
son: We have appropriated the funds to
redecorate the Chamber. What I am
trying to do is to stop the use of ap-
propriated funds for this purpose. The
whole question concerns appropriations.
If we do not make this an amendment
to an appropriation bill, there is no other
way to get at it that is as germane as
that. That is what I wanted to say when
I was choked off.

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr, LODGE. I yield.

Mr. LONG. In order that Senators
may make plans for the week-end, can
the Senator tell us whether or not he
is planning to filibuster on this question?

Mr. LODGE. The Senator from Loui-
siana is a pretty good expert on filibuster-
ing, and he ought to be able to answer
that question better than I can. He
comes from an area where filibustering is
made a career. I will say to the Senator
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from Louisiana that I come from a sec-
tion of the country where filibustering is
detested. A large part of my efforts since
I have been a Member of the Senate has
been directed toward discouraging fili-
busters, and amending the rules of the
Senate so as to stop fllibustering, to which
proposal the Senator from Louisiana was
opposed. My effort has been directed
in every way to get the Senate to function
as a modern legislative body.

In my view a modern legislative body
is a body which can deal with the prob-
lems of the hour, and not a body which
paints itself all over and tries to look
modern with the kind of interior decora-
tion which is proposed. That is not mod-
ernism. A modern legislative body, a
modern Senate, is a Senate which can
meet the issues and cope with the prob-
lems of the hour—with such questions as
civil rights, which the Senator from
Louisiana does not want to meet, and
against which the Senator from Loui-
siana filibusters.

The Senator from Louisiana does not
have to worry about my filibustering. I
have never made a speech more than
20 minutes long, and I shall not do so
now. The Senator can catch his train.
He does not need to worry.

Mr., HUNT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

° Mr. LODGE. 1 yield.

Mr. HUNT. In view of the fact that
there are occasions in the Senate when
certain Members speak at great length,
it would be most helpful to them, I am
sure, if we had a sound system in the
Senate. Does the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts have any opinion on that sub-
ject? i

Mr. LODGE. I think it would be a
fine thing, if I correctly understand the
Senator from Wyoming, if we had bet-
ter acoustics in this Chamber. If that
means putting in new construction, I
am for putting in new construction. All
I say is that we should retain the pres-
ent interior decorative style, save some
money, and save some traditions. These
things have some value. If a little piece
of window from the British House of
Parliament is framed in the Vice Presi-
dent’s office, it seems to me that the least
we can do is to preserve the appearance
of this Chamber.

Mr. BALDWIN. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LODGE. I yield.

" Mr. BALDWIN. First I wish to thank
the Senator for his efforts in trying to
preserve appearance of the Senate
Chamber. I ask the Senator whether
or not the proposed plans for changing
the Chamber have ever been referred to
or considered by any committee of the
Senate itself. I wonder if there is any
committee of the Senate which has the
matter under consideration, and which
has conferred and advised with the Fine
Arts Commission.

Mr. LODGE. My understanding is
that this happened during the war,
when neither the Senator from Connec-
ticut nor the Senator from Massachu-
setts was a Member of the Senate. I
do not think it was referred to any com-
mittee. during this Congress, or during
the Eightieth Congress.

XCV—b550

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

I have talked with a great many Sen-
ators about this subject, None of them
have the foggiest idea of what is con-
templated. So I get the impression that
the subject has not been very carefully
studied by Members of this body. If
any Senator has seen the plans and has
all the details, and knows all about the
marble work and fretwork, I do not know
it. I understand there is to be an in-
scription over the Vice President's ros-
trum. Senators had better go down-
stairs and look at it, If any Senator
knows all about the details, I wish he
would tell me about them. I cannot find
any Member of the Senate who really
favors this change, or who really under-

_stands it.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, LODGE. I yield.

Mr. HAYDEN. I have previously made
inquiry of the Architect of the Capitol
as to what was expected to be done be-
tween now and next January. My un-
derstanding is that nothing below the
gallery level in this Chamber is to be
changed at this time. Some sort of
paper is to be placed on the wall behind
the galleries to improve the acoustics. I
do not know the details. I understand
that later there are to be changes in the
seats in the galleries; but so far as the
Chamber itself is concerned, below the
gallery level, nothing is to be done during
the recess of the Senate, between the
time we leave the Chamber and the time
when we return in January.

Mr. LODGE. As the Senator knows,
contracts are to be made for all the
marble work, the cast plaster, and other
work, so that we shall be committed to
the entire redecorating scheme unless we
do something about it.

I ask the Senator from Arizona, who
has had a great deal of experience in the
conduct of Government, whether it is
not true that in the case of funds which
have heen appropriated for a certain
purpose, the most germane way to deal
with the question is by an amendment to
an appropriation bill, because it is a
question of appropriations which is in-
volved.

Mr. HAYDEN. I cannot agree with
the Senator. I think the ruling of the
Chair was correct in this instance, be-
cause there is nothing in the pending
joint resolution relating to that subject.
If there are no funds in this measure for
that purpose, such an amendment would
not be germane.

Mr., LODGE. Of course, there are
funds in the joint resolution for all the
purposes of Government, and that in-
cludes this project. Let us be candid
about it. There is no use in telling me to
introduce a bill. I have been here long
enough to know that that would be what
the late Al Smith would have called
“hocus bolonus.” The bill would be re-
ferred to a committee and would remain
there.

There is no use in telling me to offer
my amendment to some bill on the
calendar. It would be thrown out on
a point of order, and it would never
get through the House.

- The only place I can bring this ques-
tion up is in connection with an appro-
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priation measure. If the appropriation
bill relating to the legislative establish-
ment has already gone through, I can-
not bring it up at all. The fact is that
this is just as good an appropriation
measure as any to try to attach the
amendment to.

Mr. HAYDEN. But unfortunately the
subject matter is not germane to this
resolution.

Mr. LODGE. I submit that the sub-
ject matter is germane, because the res-
olution relates to the salaries of em-
ployees for all branches of the Govern-
ment, It touches the entire Govern-
ment., My amendment deals directly
with appropriations, and the only meas-
ure in which we can deal with the matter
of appropriations is an appropriation
bill or joint resolution.

That is the argument of germaneness
which I wished to make to the Senate
before the Senate voted on the gquestion
of germaneness. But through some
legerdemain, I was not allowed fo explain
the question until we had voted.

Of course, I know there are some per-
sons who like to have votes taken and
then have the debate occur, but I think
it a.little better to have the debate first
and then vote. That is what I should
like to have done in this case.

I ask Senators who are far more ex-
perienced in these matters than I am
whether there will ever be a better op-
portunity to do this than in connection
with this joint resolution.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LODGE. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR. In this joint reso-
lution there is no appropriation for the
renovation of the Senate in any way,
shape, manner, or form. So the amend-
ment to which the Senator refers has no
place in the joint resolution.

. The Senator from Massachusetts has
said that he did not have a chance to
debate this matter. But he was here
in the Senate when the authorization
for the work on this Chamber was pro-
posed.

. Mr. LODGE. Oh,no. That was done
in the Seventy-ninth Congress. I was
not a Member of the Seventy-ninth
Congress. I was a Member of the
Eightieth Congress, which I think was
one of the best Congresses the Nation
has ever had in that it responded to the
administration’s desires in regard to the
Marshall plan, in that it responded to
the administration’s desires as regards
selective service, in that it showed a
greater sense of responsibility, so far as
national defense and foréign"affairs are
concerned than has ever Defore been
demonstrated by any other Congress and
in that it cooperated completely with
the administration in all those matters.

But this matter was not handled by
that Congress, so far as I can determine
from the information which I have ob-
tained from the Architect of the Capitol.
* Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr., LODGE. I yield.

Mr. McEELLAR. I now read from
Public Law 785 of the Eightieth Congress,
the Congress about which the Senator
from Massachusetis has just been very
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complimentary, and, of course, I join
him in those compliments. I was a
Member of that Congress, and I have
no criticism of that Congress of any
kind, nature, or description. I wish to
read what was done. The bill was ap-
proved on June 25, 1948, almost exactly
a year ago. As I recall, my handsome
and distinguished friend, the Senator
from Massachusetts, was a Member of
the Congress last June.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Tennessee has not yet told me
the bill to which he is referring.

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall give it to the
Benator. Here it is, under the heading
“Architect of the Capitol, Capitol Build-
ings and Grounds™:

Capitol bulldings: For an additional
amount, fiscal year 1049, for the Capitol
buildings, including the objects specified
under this head in the Legislative Branch
Appropriation Act, 1949, £35,000.

Capitol Building: For an additional
smount to enable the Architect of the Capi-
tol to carry forward the improvements af-
fecting the Senate wing— ;

Of course, I believe this is the Senate
wing, I have always understood it was.
Mr. BALDWIN. Mr. President——

Mr. McKELLAR. I ask the Senator to
wait a moment, please; the Senator from
Massachusetts has yielded to me.

Mr. LODGE. I have yielded to the
Senator from Tennessee. When he con-
cludes, I shall be glad to yield to the Sen-
ator from Connecticut.

Mr. McEELLAR. I read further:

Senate wing of the Capitol authorized by
the Second Deficiency Appropriation Act of
June 27, 1940 (54 Stat. 629), as amended by
the acts of June 8, 1942 (56 Stat. 342), and
July 17, 1945 (59 Stat. 472), $600,000.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, will the
Senator state whether that is an appro-
priation bill?

Mr. McKELLAR. It is an appropria-
tion bill making appropriations to sup-
ply deficiencies in certain appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1948,
and for other purposes.

Mr. LODGE. Does the Senator from
Tennessee know whether the amount he
has just stated has been expended?

Mr. M I do not know how
much has been expended.
I read further:

The Architect of the Capitol is authorized
to enter into contracts, including cost-plus-
a-fixed-fee contracts as approved by the
Special Committee on Reconstruction of
Benate Roof and Skylights and Remodeling
of Senate Chamber, and to make such other
expenditures as may be necessary for the im-
provements affecting the Senate wing of the
Capitol authorized by such acts, in such
amounts as may be approved by the Senate
committee appointed under section 1 of the
act of July 17, 1945.

I remember that the Senator from
Massachusetts was here at that time.

Mr. LODGE. No; I was not here in
1945,

Mr, McEKELLAR. But, the Senator
from Massachusetts was here when this
bill was passed, and that is when the
Senate took up the matter which the
S2nator now wishes to have taken up.

Mr. LODGE. MTr. President, I should
like to comment on what the Senator
from Tennessee has just said.
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The bill from which the Senator from
Tennessee has read is, of course, an
appropriation bill. I think I am correct
when I say—as I have been informed by
the Architect of the Capitol—that the
authorization bill for this work was en-
acted in the Seventy-ninth Congress.

Of course, the appropriation of funds
in pursuance of existing authorizations
goes along in the normal course. My
point is that I think we have caught this
thing in time. Perhaps we should have
caught it sooner. Perhaps I should have
caught this appropriation last year. Of
course, I am not a member of the Appro-
priations Committee, and it is rather
hard to sift all the appropriations as they
come up. Perhaps some of the members
of the committee should have caught it,
but they did not.

Now I think we have caught this thing
in time, and it seems to me this is the
place and this is the way to deal with it.
If this is not the place to deal with it, I
wish someone would tell me what the
place is.

Mr. McKELLAR. I shall be happy to
tell the Senator.

Mr. LODGE, Will the Senator from
Tennessee tell me whether I can offer
this amendment in such a way that _the
Senator from Tennessee will think it is
germane?

Mr.. McKELLAR. To be perfectly
frank with the Senator from Massachu-
setts, I think he is too late.

Just a few days ago—on June 22, I
believe—the bill making appropriations
for the legislative branch for the fiscal
yvear ending June 30, 1950, and for other
purposes, was passed. Here is the item
in that bill to which the Senator’s
amendment would have been appropri-
ate:

Capitol Building: To enable the Architect
of the Capitol to continue to carry forward
the improvements affecting the Senate wing
of the Capitol authorized by the Second
Deficlency Appropriation Act of June 27,
1940 (54 Stat. 629), as amended by the acts
of June 8, 1942 (566 BStat. 842), July 17,
1045 (59 Stat. 472), and the Second Deficiency
Appropriation Act, 1948, $1,374,500,

If the Senator from Massachusetts had
offered his amendment at the time when
that measure was before us, a week ago,
he would have had no trouble about it.

But coming at this time, his amend-
ment is wholly outside the purpose of
the joint resolution now before the Sen-
ate.

Mr, CHAVEZ. Mr. President——

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I should
like to respond to the Senator from Ten-
nessee, and then I shall be glad to yield
to the Senator from New Mexico.

The Senator from Tennessee has made
precisely the reply that I thought he
would make. It is the reply regularly
made here, to the effect that, “You are
too late, brother. It is too bad you were
not here 10 days ago.”

Mr. President, that reply is very much
like the reply of a Senator to a request
for a job: “It is just too bad that I did not
hear from you sooner. If I had, I could
have given you a job, but now the job has
been filled, and it is too late.”

That is what I call the “old Army
game.” It may fool some persons, but it
does not fool me,
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Certainly we are not too late, so far as
this matter is concerned. All the money
has not yet been spent. The work has
not yet been done. The marble work, the
fret-work, the plaster-lace work, and all
the other work that is proposed has not
yet been done. So, insofar as the essence
of that question is concerned, we are not
too late. The way to deal with it is on
an appropriation bill, Now that I am
told the bill appropriating money for the
legislative branch has passed, obviously
the only way we can do it is on an ap-
propriation bill appropriating money for
something else. If the Senate wants to
decide that that is germane, it has the
right to decide that it is germane. There
is nobody that can tell them they are
wrong.

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LODGE. I yield to the Senator
from New Mexico.

Mr. CHAVEZ., With the indulgence of
the Senator from Massachusetts, I may
say that if anybody has played the sol-
dier's game on the Senator from Massa-
chusetts, it was done on his side of the
aisle.

Mr. LODGE. I was not here, I may
say to the Senator. I was not even in
the Senate when this job was done.

Mr, CHAVEZ. Possibly the Senator
was not here, but the Senator from West
Virginia [Mr. Revercoms], who headed
the committee, was here. The Senator
from Illinois [Mr. Brooksl, who headed
the Rules Committee, was here.

Mr. LODGE. I am talking about the
legislative authorization in the Seventy-
ninth Congress. I was not here at all
then.

Mr. CHAVEZ. I do not care how it
was authorized. The Senator from New
Hampshire, who belonged to the com-
mittee, was also here. The contract was
given under that authorization last Octo-
ber, long before the present session
started. So if there is any soldiering
around here at all, it was done on the
Senator’s side of the aisle.

Mr. LODGE. Oh, well.

Mr. CHAVEZ, It was done under au-
thority of law.

Mr.LODGE. Iam not saying that this
is a Democratic blunder or that it is a
Republican blunder. I was not going to
bring partisan politics into it at all, and,
in fact, I am not going to. Insofar as
the mistake has been made, et us admit
we have all made it. It is our mistake.
It is not the Senator’s mistake or my
mistake; it is our mistake. We have
found out about it now, happily in time
to correct it, and I hope we will.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, LODGE. I yield to the Senator
from Arizona.

Mr. HAYDEN. I have obtained addi-
tional information in the form of a state-
ment prepared by the Architect of the
Capitol, from which it appears that the
contract was let to the Consolidated En-
gineering Co., of Baltimore, in October
1948, and that the work was to be done
in two stages. The first stage relates to
the gallery and above; and, as I stated
before, the second stage, the work to be
done in the Senate Chamber proper,
would follow another adjournment of the
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Senate. But the entire job has been con-
tracted.

Mr. LODGE. Yes; but we can stop the
second part.

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. This is what is
proposed to be done between now and
January:

The walls of the gallery will be provided
with a marble wainscot approximately 4 feet
high.

Mr. LODGE. A marble wainscot?

Mr. HAYDEN. “Approximately 4 feet
high."

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I want
Senators to listen to this point. There
goes the marble wainscot.

Mr. HAYDEN. It continues:

The wall above the walnscot will be faced
with an acoustical product, covered with
fabric. The door trims and niches will be
of light marble and new wood doors will be
provided.

Mr. LODGE. Does the Senator mean
to say that these nice old door frames,
with the scroll work on them, are going

to go?

Mr. HAYDEN. Exactly.

Mr. LODGE. I think that is a great
pity.

Mr, HAYDEN. It continues:

A decorative frieze will be introduced at
the junction of the walls and ceiling.

Mr. LODGE. Does the Senator mean
to say that the cornice which was de-
signed by Mr. Thomas U. Walter, or of
which he was the architect, in 1859, that
beautiful, classical cornice, is to go?

Mr. HAYDEN. Under the contract it
is to go.

Mr, LODGE. I am very sorry to hear
that.

Mr. HAYDEN. I read further:

The treatment of the ceiling contemplates
a relatively flat portion extending outward
from the walls in which will be incorporated
& series of decorative coffers——

Mr. LODGE. A series of what?

Mr. HAYDEN. Coffers.

Mr, LODGE. Coffers?

Mr. HAYDEN, Yes.

Mr. LODGE. Why does anyone want
to put coffers up there?

Mr. HAYDEN. I am not an architect.
I am merely reading what the Architect
of the Capitol has to say.

Mr. LODGE. It is our Chamber, it is
our Senate.

Mr. HAYDEN. The sentence con-
tinues:
and a higher central portion curved in sec-
tlon and provided with a cove. This central
portion will be constructed of stainless
steel——

Mr. LODGE. Stainless steel?

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. The sentence
continues:
perforated with small holes for the. intro-
duction of air conditioning, and painted.
The rest of the ceiling will be of plaster.

Mr. LODGE. Are we to have plumb-
ing of stainless steel, and ornaments—an
artistic sort of thing?

Mr. HAYDEN. I am merely reading
to the Senate what I find in the memo-
randum., It continues:

Back of the perforated portion an acousti-
cal treatment will be introduced as necessary.

In the center of the ceiling will be intro-
duced an ornamental rosette——
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Mr. LODGE. A what? An orna-
mental rosette?

Mr. HAYDEN. Yes. The sentence
continues—
the field of which will be of carved shatter-
proof glass illuminated from above so as
to furnish a visible source of direct light.
This light source will be provided mainly
for the sake of appearance of the Chamber.
The actual lighting of the floor will be ac-
complished by refiected light from the ceil-
ing, the source of which will be light outlets
arranged around the perimeter of the cove,

Lighting for the gallery will be provided
by light panels in the celling close to the
walls.

Alr conditioning for the galleries will be
introduced through semicircular outlets
around the wall at the back of the gallery.
The air conditioning for the floor will be
introduced through the perforations in the
stainless-steel ceiling already mentioned.

Mr. LODGE. *“Stainless-steel ceil-
ing?”

Mr. HAYDEN. I continue:

The rooms occupled by the press will be
provided with improved lighting, air condi-
tioning, and acoustical treatment during the
first construction stage.

That is all that is te be done between
now and January.

Mr. LODGE. I think it is more than
enough—more than enough, Mr. Presi-
dent. I think the picture of the Senate
Chamber with the stainless-steel ceiling
is very disconcerting. But I shall not
comment on that. Senators may judge
for themselves whether they like a stain-
less-steel ceiling, and a marble wainscot,
and all that sort of thing around the
doors. I shall not comment on that.

But the able Senator from Arizona has
made it perfectly clear. It is perfectly
possible to divide this thing in two and
at least to prevent the whole redecora-
tive scheme from going into effect. We
could perfectly well do that and be con-
sistent with the mechanical needs of the
situation.

Mr. HAYDEN. The Architect in-
forms me it is provided in the contract
that the work is to be done in two stages.
The contract was let in October 1948, on
written instructions from the then com-
mittee in charge of the renovation of the
Senate Chamber.

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I should
like to submit an amendment. It is
similar in purpose to the one I offered,
but it is different in wording, so that it
is not an amendment which we have al-
ready passed upon. But it does the same
thing. Now that we have had a chance,
now that I have had this opportunity,
which was denied me beforehand, to
tell the Senate why I think it is germane,
I will submit this amendment to the
Senate. If any Senator knows any bet-
ter place for me to offer the amendment,
I wish he would stand up-and tell me,
because I want to offer this at the right
place and at the best place. So far as
I can make out, this is as good a place
as any, and probably better than most
other places. But I am going to offer
this amendment, and then the Senator
from Tennessee can make a point of or-
der, and then the Chair can rule in favor
of the Senator from Tennessee, and I can
appeal from the ruling of the Chair, and
then we can decide, here, whether we
think it is germane or not.
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So, Mr. President, I move to amend
this joint resolution, in the proper place,
as follows:

Bec. . No part of whatever funds may be
appropriated for improvements affecting the
SBenate wing of the Capitol shall be used to
make any alteration in the appearance of the
Senate Chamber (whether by changes in
desks, chairs, rostrum, couches or other
furnishings, wall decorations, the color of the
rug, or otherwise) except to the extent that
repairs to the roof, or improvements in light-
ing or acousties, require such alteration.

I offer that amendment and ask for
its adoption.

Mr, McKELLAR. Mr., President, I
make the point of order that the amend-
ment is not in order, because it is not
based on an appropriation in the bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. In order for
an amendment to be in order on a pend-
ing appropriation bill, it must apply to
appropriations in the bill. It cannot ap-
ply to appropriations previously made in
other bills, Therefore, the amendment
is out of order as legislation on an appro-
priation bill. The point of order is sus-
tained.

Mr. LODGE. I appeal from the de-
cision of the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Massachusetts appeals from the de-
cision of the Chair. The question is,
Shall the decision of the Chair stand as
the judgment of the Senate? (Putting
the question.) The “ayes” seem to have
it.

Mr. LODGE. 1 ask for a division.

On a division, the decision of the Chair
was sustained.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on the third reading of the joint reso-
lution.

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 284)
was ordered to a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

THE FEDERAL BUREAU OF INVESTIGA-
TION

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, I shall de-
lay the Senate but a very few minutes.

Mr. MAYBANK and Mr. McKELLAR
addressed the Chair.

Mr. WILEY. I desire to make a state-
ment while I have the floor. I may not
})e able to get it again. I have tried be-

ore.

Mr. MAYBANK., Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Wisconsin has been recognized.
The Chair cannot divine the Senator’s
purpose.

Mr., WILEY. Mr. President, recently,
while attending a dinner in Milwaukee,
I heard the Attorney General of the
United States pay a compliment to one
of the great branches of our Govern-
ment—the FBI. It pleased me very much
to hear these fine words about a great -
agency in which I personally have had a
great deal of confidence. The Attorney
General said, in substance, that if a crisis
should arise, he felt the FBI had the
situation “in hand.”

I wonder if most of us appreciate just
what that means—having the situation
in hand. All we have to do is think back
a few years as to what happened imme-
diately after Pearl Harbor. All of us
said, “Thank God for Mr. Hoover and the
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FBIL.” They then and there had the sit-
uation in hand.

This country did not suffer any of the
sabotage, or any of the other incidents
that follow where a country has been
penetrated by the enemy.

So it is good, Mr. President, to know
that the FBI has the situation “in hand.”
They are on the job. They know what is
going on. And if the situation elsewhere
should get out of hand, it is well to know
we are in good hands at home.

Why do I speak of this matter today?
Well, I will tell the Senate why. Recent-
1y some folks, including some of the press,
have taken a crack at Mr. Hoover. Mr.
President, I was very much pleased to
see that again the FBI had the situation
in hand. Mr. Hoover did not go into a
lot of explaining, a lot of talking. He
knew that under America's great free-
doms—I{reedom of the press and freedom
of speech—sometimes those freedoms be-
came license when exercised by some
folks. But he also knew that he did not
have to explain, because he had nothing
to explain. He knew, too, that his friends
did not need it and his enemies would
not believe him anyway.

It is a good thing, Mr. President, that
we have public officials who “have the
situation in hand” instead of passing the
buck, or “letting George do it.”

It might be well if each and every one
of us, as Senators, asked ourselves wheth-
er we have the situation well in hand;
whether we are personally adequate, and
whether we are officially adequate,
Through the years, J. Edgar Hoover has
carried the message to Garcia, and re-
peatedly I have heard the saying: “That
is one department of government where-
in politics does not enter, where there
is no waste or inefficiency, and where a
‘man’s a man for a that'—even though
he is a Republican.”

FOURTH OF JULY CELEBRATION AT
FIGGOTT, ARKE.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
should like to make a brief announce-
ment.

On next Monday the traditional annual
celebration of the Fourth of July will be
held at Piggott, Ark. Piggott has been
long known for its annual celebration of
this date. But this year the celebration
takes on special significance because the
people of Piggott, and Clay County, with
their friends from far and wide, will
honor one of their beloved sons, Leslie
Biffle, the Secretary of the Senate, our
own esteemed friend.

Mr. President, the idea of a day for a
celebration in Piggott, Ark., combined
with the traditional Fourth of July occa-
sion, originated in the minds of some of
Mr. Biffle’s friends and neighbors in
Piggott. But friends from other sections
of the State and from Washington, D. C.,
and other persons immediately joined in
the movement and are lending it their
enthusiastic support. So, Mr. President,
on July 4, 1949, there will be at Piggott
not only an occasion for celebrating
Independence Day, but an occasion for
paying tribute to one of Arkansas’ dis-
tinguished sons, a native of that com-
munity, and also one whom every Mem-
ber of this body esteems and admires as
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a public servant whose sterling gqualities
and services to his country have been
recognized throughout the Nation.

On that occasion, Mr. President, there
will be placed in the Federal Building at
Piggott a bust of Mr. Biffle, by the noted
sculptor, Felix de Weldon, together with
a scroll in honor of Mr. Biffle, bearing the
names of some of his many friends from
Washington and other sections of the
Nation.

On behalf of the committee on ar-
rangements I am authorized to and take
pleasure in extending an invitation to
each Member of the Senate, and particu-
larly the Members of the Senate from
adjoining and neighboring States, to join
us on that occasion and participate in
the tribute to our able, distinguished, and
beloved Secretary of the Senate.

SALE OF LIMESTONE THROUGH PRODUC-
TION AND MAREKETING ADMINISTRATION

Mr., WILLIAMS. Mr. President, as a
result of a statement which I made on
the floor of the Senate on March 2 of this
year, regarding the sale of limestone
through the Production and Marketing
Administration to the farmers in the
Delmarva area at an excessive margin of
profit, the Department of Agriculture has
conducted an investigation which dis-
closed the following facts:

This limestone material was being pur-
chased by Charles W, Diliberto, limestone
dealer of Norristown, Pa., from the
Bridgeport, Pa., plant of the Bethlehem
Steel Corp. at $1 per ton, f. o. b, plant,
which material was designated as com-
mon sand.

The average freight rate in 1946 on
this product to lower Delaware was $1.58
per ton.

In 1946 this material was sold to the
Government, basis $7.55 per ton spread
on the farms in Delaware, with the
farmer paying $3.05, and the Govern-
ment the remaining $4.50.

This material did carry an analysis to
comply with the minimum requirements
of the Delaware laws. It contained an
average of approximately 10 percent
moisture.

Invoices for this material submitted by
Charles W. Diliberto to the Government
were not accompanied by certified weight
slips (the Delaware law requires that
certified weight slips must accompany all
bulk deliveries to the farmer). The in-
voices were accompanied by receipts
signed by farmers to whom delivery was
made.

It should be pointed out here that com-
plaints have been registered by numerous
farmers questioning the accuracy of the
weights billed. In at least one instance
where the weight was questioned by a
farmer upon delivery, inaccuracies were
found. Loads involved were numbered
11958, 11856, 11802, and 11959. One of
these loads, carrying a weight slip show-
ing a net weight of 24,000 pounds, was re-
weighed on the Delaware police station
scales and showed a net weight of only
12,230 pounds. This particular error was
subsequently corrected by Mr. Diliberto,
but since most farmers had no way of
reweighing the trucks, and merely signed
delivery receipts in good faith, there is

JUNE 30

no way of checking the extent to which
inaccuracies might have prevailed.

Mr. Diliberto failed to deliver 480 tons
of limestone ordered by farmers in Sussex
County, Del., under the 1946 program,
for which he received Government pay-
ments totaling $2,160.

Mr. Diliberto also received payments
totaling $3,028.50 for limestone purport-
edly delivered within the calendar year
1946, but actually not delivered until the
early months of 1947.

Clarence M. Ocheltree, chairman of
the Delaware State PMA Committee, re-
ceived payments from Mr, Diliberto total-
ing $1,260.17 during the period October
1946 to December 1948. The investiga-
tion report indicates that these payments
represented commissions on sales of Mr.
Diliberto’s limestone in Delaware. Mr.
Ocheltree claimed that they represented
payments on a tractor which he allegedly
sold to Mr. Diliberto. Mr. Diliberto re-
fused to offer any explanation.

R. W. Lingo, former community com-
mitteeman in Sussex County, Del., re-
ceived payments from Mr. Diliberto total-
ing $1,032.72, admittedly representing
commissions on limestone orders solic-
ited by Mr. Lingo from Sussex County
farmers. .

In addition to the above-named offi-
cials, it was found that four others—two
girls working in one of the county offices,
and two committeemen—accepted minor
gifts as Christmas presents from Mr.
Diliberto. While acceptance of these
gifts by employees of the Government
from a contractor is a violation of the
regulations punishable by suspension of
the employees, it is only fair to say that
the evidence indicates that these gifts
were accepted merely as unsolicited
Christmas presents, Also there is no
evidence that the actions of these four
employees were in any way influenced by
the acceptance of such gifts.

The resignations of both Mr. Ochel-
tree and Mr. Lingo have been accepted
by the Department, and the investigation
report has been referred to the Solicitor
of the Department of Agriculture for
recommendations.

The investigation disclosed no other
instances of irregular conduct on the part
of Government personnel.

The junior Senator from Delaware
[Mr. Frear], Representative J. CaLEB
Boges, and I, comprising the entire Dela-
ware congressional delegation, have re-
viewed this report, and feel that the
steps taken by the Department of Agri-
culture have corrected the unsatisfactory
conditions which existed prior to the dis-
closure, and should also prevent their
repetition. We appreciate very much the
splendid cooperation which we received
from both the local committeemen and
the farmers in securing the necessary
information to clear up this situation.
We also feel that this investigation which
has been conducted by the Department
of Agriculture, resulting in the full ex-
posure of the irregularities and the plac-
ing of the responsibility, should restore
the confidence of the farmers in the
many officials of this agency who have
been doing their best to properly ad-
minister the soil-conservation program.
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TREASURY AND POST OFFICE APPRO-
PRIATIONS, ETC.— CONFERENCE RE-
PORT

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I sub-
mit a conference report on House bill
3083, making appropriations for the
Treasury and Post Office Departments
and funds available for the Export-
Import Bank and the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation, which I ask to have
the clerk read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The confer-
ence report will be read.

The report was read, as follows:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on certain
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
3083) making appropriations for the Treas-
ury and Post Office Departments and funds
available for the Export-Import Bank and
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1850, and for
other purposes, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses
as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the Senate num-
bered 5 and 7, and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 6: That the House
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Senate numbered 6, and agree to
the same with an amendment as follows: In
lieu of the sum proposed by said amend-
ment insert “$226,300,000"; and the Senate

agree to the same.
BueNeT R. MAYBANK,
CARL HAYDEN,
H. M. KILGORE,
JoEN L. McCLELLAN,
OLiN D. JOHNSTON,

STYLES BRIDGES,
Managers on the Part of the Senate.

J. VAUGHAN GARY,

A. M. FERNANDEZ,

Or1o E. PASSMAN,

CLARENCE CANNON,
Managers on the Part of the House.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the conference report.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the present consideration of
the conference report?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the report.

Mr, WHERRY. Mr. President, will not
the Senator from South Carolina state
what the conferees did?

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr, President, in
substance, when we first met we made an
agreement on the Post Office Depart-
ment and the RFC appropriations, and
those for the other agencies within the
Treasury and Post Office Departments,
except the Internal Revenue Bureau.
We finally made a settlement as of the
end of the year, in accordance with the
Senate’s amendment, so that the Bu-
reau could get able, conscientious collec~
tors to the number of 4,250, as against
the 7,000 provided for by the Senate,
which was over the hudget estimate,
and as against the 1,500 approved by
the House. So, as of June 1950 there
will be 4,250 additional collectors to col-
lect taxes owing but which have not
been paid into the Federal Treasury,

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate very much the observations
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made, because I know how anxious the
Senate was to increase the number for
the purposes set forth on the floor of
the Senate. Does the Senator now feel
that the number arrived at in the com-
promise will be ample?

Mr. MAYBANK. Ishould have liked to
see 7,000 provided for, but we were in
conference for many weeks, and I believe
this is the best investment Congress has
ever made—an appropriation which will
enable the Treasury to get from those
who are tax delinquent and have not
paid their taxes what they owe, rather
than have Congress levy new taxes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, Mc-
GratH in the chair). The question is
on agreeing to the conference report.

The conference report was agreed to.

AUTHORIZATION FOR JOINT COMMIT-
TEE ON FOREIGN ECONOMIC CO-
OPERATION TO MAKE CERTAIN EX-
PENDITURES

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules and
Administration, and at the request of
the Committee on Appropriations, I re-
port an original resolution which I send
to the desk, and I ask for its immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
resolution will be read.

The resolution (S. Res. 131) was read,
as follows:

Resolved, That the Joint Committee on
Forelgn Economic Cooperation s authorized,
during the month of July 1948 to expend
from the contingent fund of the Senate, an
amount equal to the unobligated balance of
the appropriation for the said committee for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1949.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the
resolution?

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
not the Senator from Arizona "explain
what the resolution provides?

Mr. HAYDEN. There was provision

. in the European Recovery Act last year

for a joint committee of the Senate and
the House, the expenses of which were
to be paid from the contingent funds of
the House and the Senate. We could not,
therefore, include the appropriation in
the joint resolution just passed. The
resolution I send forward provides that
there shall be paid out of the contingent
fund of the Senate for the month of July
the salaries of those serving the com-
mittee.

Mr. WHERRY. I am wholly in sym-
pathy with the resolution, and voted to
report it from the Committee on Rules
and Administration, but I thought an
explanation should be made.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the consideration of the
resolution?

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was considered and agreed to.

TEMPORARY PAY OF EMPLOYEES OF
FORMER SENATOR WAGNER

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, I call
up Calendar No. 597, Senate Resolution
129, coming over from the previous day.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
resolution will be read.
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The resolution (S. Res. 129) was read,
as follows:

Resolved, That the administrative and
clerical assistants appointed by Senator
Robert F. Wagner for service in his office and
carried on the Senate pay roll at the time
of his resignation from the Senate, shall be
continued on such pay roll at their respec-
tive salaries for a period not to exceed 60
days, payments therefor to be made from
the contingent fund of the Senate.

Mr. HAYDEN. Mr. President, ques-
tion was raised yesterday by the Senator
from Georgia [Mr. GEorGE] and the Sen-
ator from California [Mr. KNowLAND] as
to this resolution.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
not the Senator give an explanation as
to whether the Senators who objected
have been satisfied, and what the objec-
tion was?

Mr. HAYDEN. They have been sat-
isfied.

Mr. WHERRY., What is the explana-
tion?

Mr. HAYDEN. There are only seven
employees affected, and if all of them
remain on the pay roll for the entire 60
days, which of course they would not
do if they could get work elsewhere, the
cost to the United States would be $3,500.
I obtained that information from the
financial clerk of the Senate. I also ob~
tained information for him to the effect
that during the past few years, since
the Reorganization Act went into effect,
Senator Wagner never did fill his clerical
force, which resulted in a saving of $24,-
278 in base pay. So it seems to me this
is a fair arrangement, and one which
should be made.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I
think that one of the objections raised
yesterday was that the period covered in
the resolution was 60 days, instead of
30 days, as is usual. From the observa-
tions made to him, is it the Senator’s
feeling that since the amount is small,
it comes within the amounts which have
been expended prior to this time for
periods of 30 days?

Mr. HAYDEN. Probably it would not
extend 60 days. The rule provides that
if a Senator dies his employees shall not
remain on the roll more than 60 days.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr, President, I wish
to ascertain whether we are establishing
a precedent. We have a general rule
that when a Senator is deceased his staff
may remain on the Senate pay roll for
a period up to 60 days. Now we are
asked to take action in the case of a Sen-
ator who has resigned. There will be
other Senators resigning from this body.
I desire to know whether we are making
this a general rule, or what is being done.
Why should we follow the other rule in
the case of Senator Wagner? We may
be getting on dangerous ground .

Mr. HAYDEN. The last instance was
the case of Senator Austin, who prior
to his resignation submitted a resolu-
tion, which was referred to the Commit-
tee on Rules and Administration and
unanimously reported¢ by that commit-
tee. The resolution provided that Sen-
ator Austin’s office employees should be
paid their salaries for as much as 60
days. The terms of that resolution were
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the same as the terms of the pending
resolution.

Mr. BRIDGES. I wasnotaware of the
fact that we had done that before with
respect to a Senator who resigned.

Mr. HAYDEN. That question was
raised yesterday by other Senators, and
on inquiry made by them they were sat-
isfied on that point.

Mr. BRIDGES. If we have done it
before, our action now would not be es-
tablishing a new precedent. I trust there
will be no discrimination against the
office force of any Senator who in the
future may resign. With that under-
standing I have no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the resolution?

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 129) was considered and
agreed to.

EXTENSION OF IMPORT CONTROLS ON
FATS AND OILS

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr, Prasident, I de-
sire to call attention to Calendar No. 591,
House bill 5240, to continue for a tem-
porary period certain powers, authority,
and discretion for the purpose of exer-
cising, administering, and enforcing im-
port controls with respect to fats and
oils—including butter—and rice and rice
products.

Request was made for consideration
of the bill last evening, but on objection
it went over. It will cost the Commodity
Credit Corporation and the taxpayers of
the United States $125,000,000 if the bill
is not passed. It is a bill which deals
with certain oil products, primarily raised
in the great midwestern section of the
country.

I move that the Senate proceed to the
consideration of the bill at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be stated by title for the informa-
tion of the Senate.

The CrHIEF CLERK. A bill (H. R. 5240)
to continue for a temporary period cer-
tain powers, authority, and discretion
for the purpose of exercising, adminis-
tering, and enforcing import controls
with respect to fats and oils (including
butter), and rice and rice products.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consideration
of the bill?

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, does it require
unanimous consent for consideration of
the bill?

Mr. MAYBANK. I did not ask unani-
mous consent. I moved to have the bill
taken up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair begs the pardon of the Senator
from South Carolina. The Chair
thought he asked unanimous consent for
present consideration.

Mr. MAYBANEK. No. Unanimous
consent was requested yesterday.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I was
told by the distinguished majority leader
a few moments ago that request might
be made to bring up the hill, but I also
was told on the floor earlier that after
the labor bill had been disposed of, it
was proposed to make the Atlantic Pact
the unfinished business, Two or three
Senators are interested in the bill re-
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ferred to by the Senator from South
Carolina. They are not on the floor of
the Senate now,

Mr. MAYBANK. There will be quite
some debate on the bill. T wish to say
that the law expires tonight at mid-
night. I have never made any state-
ment respecting it other than that I
intended to call up the bill for consid-
eration before the expiration time. The
bill was reported from the Committee
on Banking and Currency by the dis-
tinguished Senator from Illinois [Mr.
Doucras]. It was debated for a consid-
erable time yesterday afternoon. The
distinguished Senator from Ohio [Mr.
Bricker] objected to unanimous con-
sent being granted for consideration of
the hill yesterday. A number of Sen-
ators from the Midwest seem to be
particularly interested in the bill. The
Senators from the two Dakotas, from
Minnesota, and from other States are
interested in it.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator is not
asking unanimous consent for present
consideration of the bill?

Mr. MAYBANK. I am not.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator
moved to take up the bill?

Mr. MAYBANK. That is correct.

Mr. WHERRY. There is so much in-
terest in the bill that I believe we should
have a quorum before taking it up.

Mr, MAYBANK. I thoroughly agree
with the Senator.

Mr. WHERRY. If the Senator wishes
to make an explanation, I hope he will
do so, and give us time to see if we can
get a sufficient number of members on
the floor to make a quorum.

Mr. MAYBANK. I may suggest that
there is not much explanation to be made
of the bill. The bill was explained yes-
terday. I understand both Senators
from Minnesota, the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. A1keN] and some other Sen-
ators desire to discuss it. If they desire
a quorum call before they discuss it, I

has

shall suggest the absence of a quorum. .

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, if only
a short explanation is necessary, I be-
lieve we should have a quorum present.
I suggest the absence of a quorum,

Mr. MAYBANE. Will the Senator
withhold the suggestion for a moment?

Mr. WHERRY. Yes.

Mr. MAYBANK. I ask that I may
yield to my colleague, the junior Senator
from South Carolina, with the under-
standing that I do not lose the floor
thereby, so he may ask to have a hill
considered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is
suggested that action be taken on the
pending motion made by the senior Sen-
ator from South Carolina for the present
consideration of House bill 5240.

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I ob-
ject. I wish to say that I shall vote
against such a motion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion of the senior

Senator from South Carolina [Mr,
MAYBANK],

Mr. WHERRY. I suggest the absence
of a quorum.

Mr. MAYBANEK. Will the Senator
again withhold his suggestion?
Mr. WHERRY. Yes.
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Mr. MAYBANK. My colleague from
South Carelina desires to make a unani-
mous-consent request.

CORRECTION OF CERTAIN INEQUITIES
IN PAY

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent
that the senior Senator from South
Carolina may not lose the floor while I
ask to report a bill and reguest its im-
mediate consideration. I believe it will
require only 2 minutes.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I have
no objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from South Caro-
lina?

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr, President, hefore
I waive my objsction I should like fo
know what we are getting into. What
sort of a bill is it?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The jun-
for Senator from South Carolina has
asked unanimous consent to report a bill
and ask for its present consideration,
and that his colleague may not lose the
floor by his doing so.

Mr. WHERRY., Mr. President, the
unanimous consent request is that the
junior Senator may be permitted to re-
port a bill and ask for its present con-
sideration, and that the right of the sen-
ior Senator from South Carolina may
not be prejudiced thereby. Senators
will have the right to object if unani-
mous consent is asked by the junior Sen-
ator from South Carolina for present
consideration in the event they do not
want to have the bill taken up?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct. The present unani-
mous consent request is merely that the
Senator be allowed to report the bill and
ask unanimous consent for its present
consideration. Is there objection to the
request that the Senator may report the
bill? The Chair hears none.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, from the Committee on
Post Office and Civil Service I report
favorably, without amendment, House
bill 5100, to correct inequities in the pay
of certain officers and employees of the
Federal Government and of the govern-
ment of the District of Columbia, and I
submit a report (No. 604) thereon.

The bill was passed by the House and
unanimously reported today by the Com-
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service,
Today is tae last day of the fiscal year.
It was brought out that a technical point
might be raised with respect to this bill
if it were not passed today.

Last year there was considerable dis-
cussion, on the floor, of the subject dealt
with in the bill, and it was agreed that if
revenues were produced for the District
in sufficient amount, the District of Co-
lumbia employees would receive an in-
crease of $330 in their salaries, as the sal-
aries of classified Federal workers
throughout the United States were in-
creased. A bill providing revenues for
the District of Columbia has been passed
by the Senate and the House and signed
by the President. The Congress has al-
ready authorized payment to the unclas-
sified workers. The bill provides for pay-
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ment to the classified workers within the
District. That is all there is to the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the immediate consideration
of the hill?

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, reserv-
ing the right to object, as I understand,
the authorization was passed in the last
Congress.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Yes. It was said that when sufficient
revenue to provide the needed amount
was produced in the District of Columbia
the increased payment would be made
to the District workers.

Mr. WHERRY. Since the District of
Columbia sales tax and other sources of
revenue have gone into effect the
amounts necessary are available, and the
time has arrived when the payments can
be made. Is that correct?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
That is true.

Mr. WHERRY. Did all the members
of the Committee on Post Office and Civil
Service join in reporting the bill? Was
there any opposition?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Every member who was present agreed
to it.

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator says
“Every member who was present.” Was
there a good attendance at the meeting?

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
As I remember, eight members were
present. Ihave talked with several mem-
bers who were not present, and all of
them with whom I have talked have
agreed.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, I am a
m:mber of the committee. I was present
at the time the bill was under considera-
tion. More than a majority of the mem-
bers of the committee were present, and
there was a goodly representation from
both sides of thé aisle. This is a good
piece of legislation, and should be passed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the bill (H.
R. 5100) was considered, ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, and
passed.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. MAYBANK. Isuggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

The

Alken Hendrickson  McEellar
Baldwin Hickenlooper McMahon
Bricker Hill Maybank
Bridges Hoey Morse
Butler Holland Mundt
Byrd Humphrey Murray
Cain Ives Myers
Chapman Jenner O'Mahoney
Chavez Johnson, Colo. Pepper
Connally Johnson, Tex. Robertson
Donnell Johnston, 8. C. Schoeppel
Douglas Kefauver Sparkman
Ecton Eem Stennis
Ferguson EKlilgore Thomas, Okla,
Fulbright Knowland Thomas, Utah
George Long Thye
Gillette Lucas Tydings
Graham McCarran Wherry
Green MecCarthy Wiley
Gurney McFarland Williams
Hayden McGrath Young

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.
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EXTENSION OF IMPORT CONTROLS ON

FATS AND OILS

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I ask
that my motion be put.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion of the Senator
from South Carolina to proceed to the
consideration of a bill the title of which
will be stated.

The LecISLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R.
5240) to continue for a temporary period
certain power, authority, and discretion
for the purpose of exercising, adminis~
tering, and enforcing import controls
with respect to fats and oils (including
butter, and rice and rice products).

Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, I do
not care to delay a vote on this measure.
I merely wish to speak long enough to let
the issues be known, to state the facts
for the RECorD, and to state my position
on this matter.

In the first place, no hearing was held
on this bill, except a short hearing held
on Friday of last week. Just a week be-
fore the termination date of the bill now
in effect, the Department sent its repre-
sentatives before the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee, and they asked for a
continuance of the controls. I say they
did so without an adequate hearing or
an understanding of the facts on the
part of the members of the committee.

This is an effort to prevent the im-
portation of linseed oil and fats and oils,
but primarily linseed oil, and also rice
and rice products. The philosophy back
of the prevention of the importation of
linseed oil and fats and oils is that we
have an oversupply. The philosophy
back of the prevention of the importa-
tion of rice and rice products is that we
have an undersupply. In one case the
rule is supposed to work in one way, and
in the other case it is supposed to work
in the other way.

I am opposed as a matter of principle
to putting an embargo on the importa-
tion of products into this country. There
is a better, safer, and sounder way to
handle the matter. If we are to submit
to this kind of pressure from the depart-
ments, it means that whenever a surplus
is purchased by the Government, wheth-
er at a reasonable price or at a high price,
the Congress will be called upon to bail
out the department which has spent the
taxpayers’ money, but the consumers will
get no benefit whatsoever from the sur-
plus products thus purchased and held
by the Government, through the Com-
modity Credit Corporation.

Mr, JENNER. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BRICKER. I yield to the Senator
from Indiana.

Mr. JENNER. I should like to ask the
distinguished Senator from Ohio how this
theory of government could be recon-
ciled with the administration’s theory of
reciprocal trade agreements with no peril
point.

Mr. BRICKER. No reconciliation is
possible., Likewise, I wish to say to our
good friends from the South who helieve
in free trade and to those on the admin-
istration side who have adopted that as
their philosophy—as has been explained
here time and time again by the Senator
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from Nevada [Mr. MaroNeEl—that I can-
not comprehend how they could possibly
support a measure of this kind, which
does not mean free trade or any trade at
all, but simply says that the administra-
tion shall have the power to shut off im-
ports in these fields because, in one case,
we have too much oil and, in the other
case, we do not have enough rice.

Mr. President, it does not make sense or
add up to any sort of policy of trade—
free, protected, or otherwise. This, in
my judgment, is the most contradictory
proposal that has come before the Con-
gress thus far.

What are the facts? A few years ago
the Department found there was a short-
age of linseed oil. As a result, they
analyzed the situation, and found the
shortage of flax to be more critical than
it really was. The support price was in-
creased to $6, rather than $3.99 or $4,
which is the price at the present time,
and which in my judgment should have
been the ceiling price at all times. So
the farmers of the country responded
magnificently, as they always do, to a
price inducement of that kind. The acre-
age increased tremendously and likewise
the crop. The Commodity Credit Cor-
poration had to expend millions of the
taXpayers’ dollars—yes, hundreds of
millions—in order to buy the surplus
crop at $6. The Corporation acquired too
much flaxseed and linseed oil, with the
result that the next year they cut down
the support price to $4, or $3.99. But the
farmers, seeing that flax is an easy crop
to grow, that it is an easy erop to harvest
and to handle, continued their acreage,
with the result that the Government
today has on hand in storage about three-
quarters of an annual crop, a supply
which ought to be available to the Amer-
ican consumer and ought to be of some
benefit to the American producer of com-
modities which require linseed oil. But
the price is to be held up in order to
bail out the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion because of the overprice which they
paid, as a result of which they brought
about an overproduction, so that now
they have on their hands a surplus,
which they must sell. This is a measure
te protect a Government agency which
has followedla.n uneconomic and unsound
principle of support control.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Ohio yield to the Senator
from Indiana?

Mr. BRICKER, I yield.

Mr. JENNER. In view of the state-
ment the Senator has just made, may I
ask, is not this theory of the Govern-
ment directly contrary to the theory of
the Brannan plan of making commodities
available to the consumer at cheap
prices? -

Mr, BRICKER. It does not conform
to any plan, much less the Brannan plan,
As I said a moment ago, I do not see how
one who believes in free trade can sup-
port it. I do not see how one who be-
lieves in a protective tariff can support
it. I do not see how one who believes in
the Brannan plan can support it. It is
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an anomaly so far as agricultural eco-
nomics is concerned in this country.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BRICKER. Iyield to the Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. MAYBANK. I have only this to
say to my good friend on the committee.
Of course, some of the things he has said
are absolutely correct. But we are only
asking for an extension for 1 year, be-
cause the Commodity Credit-Corporation
had to purchase certain quantities of
flaxseed, in view of the conditions which
the Senator has explained. We were in
a war at the time, and we needed it.
The Argentine wanted 35 cents a pound
for it.

Mr. BRICKER. The war was all over
when the support price of $6 was estab-
lished in this country. It was done in
an effort to prevent the farmers of
Argentina and the Government of Argen-
ting—

Mr. MAYBANK and Mr. THYE ad-
dressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Ohio yield; and if so, to
whom?

Mr., BRICKER. I yield first to the
Senator from South Carolina.

Mr. MAYBANK. The support price
was put into effect during the war, as an
inducement to American farmers to pro-
duce flaxseed, which we were unable to
get in sufficient quantity at that time.
Although I am not an expert on flaxseed,
which is raised in the Middle West, that
is the information that was sent to the
committee by the Secretary of Agricul-
ture.

Mr. BRICKER. But the volume that
is now owned by the Commodity Credit
Corporation and in Government storage
was purchased I think in either 1946 or
1947, at the high support price of $6.
Last year the support price was reduced
to $3.99.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BRICKER. I yield to the Senator
from Minnesota.

Mr. I am very reluctant to
interrupt the discussion of the able
junior Senator from Ohio. I should
rather be agreeing with him than dis-
agreeing. I know of his ability and I
know of his sincerity, and for that reason
I am reluctant to interrupt him, but I
must call attention, if the Senator will
yield sufficiently long for me to make an
explanation—

Mr. BRICKER. If the Senator will
permit me, I should rather continue. I
only have another minute or two, and
then I shall yield the floor to the Senator
from Minnesota. I have to catch a plane
in just a little while,

Mr. THYE. I shall not interrupt.
Mr. BRICKER. 1 apologize to the
Senator.

Mr. THYE. I shall not interrupt. I
hope the Senator catches his plane and
that he enjoys the Fourth of July cele-
bration.. I find it necessary to remain
here. I wish I could catch a plane, too.

Mr. BERICKER. If I do not catch the
plane, I will not enjoy it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
Senator from Ohio declines to yield.

The
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Mr. BRICKER. Mr. President, that
about concludes my statement, except
to say that this bill, if passed, will put
the consumer price about 200 percent
above what an unpegged price would be.
The American consumer will have to pay
for the mistakes which were made by
the Government in the fixing of an un-
sound support price.

First of all, this is a dangerous and an

unsound precedent to set, because just
s0 soon as any commodity in this country
comes into surplus supply, immediately
special  interests that are involved in
production will be coming before the
Congress of the United States saying to
us, “Stop imports, because we have got
more than we need in this country.” If
we are going to enter into that kind of
program of state control of production,
trade, and commerce, not only interna-
tionally but domestically, let us do so
with our eyes open. That is one reason
I wanted this bill to go over until next
week, so we could have a thorough
analysis, both in respect to the commodi-
ties mentioned in the bill and in respect
to whatever other products are in over-
supply, the producers of which are likely
to come to the Congress and ask for state
control or state trading so far as pro-
duction is concerned in the United
States.
- As I say, it is an inconsistent, incon-
gruous application of an unsound prin-
ciple so far as the trade of the United
States or international trade relation-
ships are concerned. It does not con-
form to the free-trade philosophy. It
does not conform to any philosophy of
a protective tariff. It does not conform
to the Brannan bill or any other practice
the Government has heretofore followed.
I shall not ask for the yeas and nays
on this question, but I want to be re-
corded as opposing this kind of legisla-
tion for the protection of special interests
in the United States.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President I dislike
to disagree with my good friend from
Ohio, but I do not believe he is fully
conversant with the facts in this in-
stance. During the war, and all through
1946 and 1947, the Argentine Govern-
ment was holding us up for as much as
$C a bushel for flax. Ordinarily, in
peacetime, unfortunately, our tariff on
flax was so low that two-thirds of our
United States requirements had to be
imported from the Argentine. As a re-
sult, our production was far below our
needs. In order to alleviate a desperate
shortage in the United States, the De-
partment of Agriculture raised support
levels on flax to $6 a bushel, and under
that program the farmers increased pro-
duction of flax to an extent we thought
was impossible. My State of North Da-
kota is the greatest flax-producing State
in the Nation. We came through with
a crop of approximately one-third or
more greater in yield, for the number of
acres seeded, than we ever had before.
This was largely because of very favor-
able weather conditions, new varieties of
flax, and new methods of growing flax.
I disagree with the Senator from Ohio
when he says flax is an easy crop to
raise. Flax is the most hazardous crop
that anyone can raise, It is more sub-
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ject to grasshopper destruction; it is
more subject to disease and every other
hazard than any other crop 1 know of,
In faet, the price of flax must be double
the price of wheat, if we are to success-
fully raise the flax from year to year.
The fact that we were very lucky in get-
ting large yields of flax last year does
not mean we are going to continue that
for years to come. I believe the aver-
age flax production in our State in nor-
mal times—and ours is the principal
flax-producing State—was not over 5 or
6 bushels an acre. Last year our aver-
age yield was probably 12 bushels an
acre—an unusual thing. I believe the
bill is necessary in order to protect our
investment and the flax growers of this
Nation.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, once more
let me say that I should like to agree
with the Senator from Ohio [Mr. BRICK-
Er] in his objection to favorable action
on the bill, but T do not believe anyone
could justly criticize the Commodity
Credit Corporation for the quantity of
flaxseed and linseed oil it has acquired
in the support price program. The Com-
modity Credit Corporation has approxi-
mately 37,000,000 bushels of flaxseed
which it was compelled to purchase a
year ago and in the previous year in the
general support-price program. It may
be asked, Why did it place the support
price at $6 a bushel? Why not at a lower
figure? The fact of the matter is that
it is an aftermath of war, a situation fol-
lowing a war period. We were confront-
ed with a terrific shortage of linseed
oil and other oils during the war. The
Corporation paid a high support price
on soybeans as well as on flaxseed, and
after having placed the support price at
this high level, and the crop came to
market, the processors were purchasing
flaxseed, but not sufficiently to maintain
the $6 price per bushel for the flax. For
that reason, the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration had to ctep in in orcer to main-
tain the price of flax at the stipulated
support price, in the manner to which it
had committed itself at an earlier time
or at the planting season of the year.

I believe the Congress is absolutely
justified in continuing the supports for
1 more year. Unless that be done, Con-
gress will be instrumental in causing the
Commodity Credit Corporation to lose
possibly $160,000,000 which it presently
has invested in flaxseed and linseed oil.

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. THYE. I yield.

Mr. MUNDT. Since this is the result
of the program, will not the taxpayers
have to make up the difference, and by
passing this bill the consumers of the
product will take care of it in the normal
channels of trade?

Mr. THYE. That is absolutely true.
If this legislation is passed it will enable
us to work ourselves out of a situation
in which we have more oil at the present
time than would normally move. In the
event controls were removed, we would
immediately have imports of oils and fats
which would absolutely demoralize the
market, not only in linseed oil but also
in soybean oil, which would have a re-
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flex effect upon cottonseed oil and other
oils.

Mr. MUNDT. And the taxXpayers
would have to make up for the amount
invested by the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration.

Mr. THYE. That is true. We might
jeopardize the entire agricultural pro-
gram in the next 4 or 5 months in the
event controls should be removed and
there should bz an influx of oils and fats.

Mr. CAIN. Mr, President, the junior
Senator from Washington is one of the
members of the Banking and Currency
Committee, and, in reference to the ques-
tion now before the Senate, he voted to
extend controls for a year, but only for
one reason. The reason was that he
wanted to protect the investment of the
Commodity Credit Corporation which
lost, as we were told, more than $100,-
000,000. But the junior Senator from
Washington, in common with other
members of the Banking and Currency
Committee, shares the indignation as ex-
pressed a few minutes ago by the junior
Senator from Ohio [Mr. BrICKER] over
the way in which the measure was pre-
sented to the Banking and Currency
Committee of the Senate and over the
way in which legislation in the past has
apparently not operated to the satisfac-
tion of a number of Members of the
Senate.

The Senator from Ohio pointed out
that there were no adequate hearings
held on the extension proposal and that
no record was written, and, by inference,
he suggested that we have one more
reason to believe that the Commodity
Credit Corporation will not be in a com-
fortable position a year from now, as is
the fact today.

In connection with that observation,
Mr. President, I wonder if the chairman
of the Banking and Currency Committee
[Mr., MayBank] will permit me to ask
him a question?

Mr. MAYBANEK. 1 shall be glad to
have the Senator ask me a question.

Mr. CAIN. I wonder if there is any
wisdom in the suggestion that we might
extend these controls for a limited period,
say, 30 or 45 days, to make certain at the
outset that the investment of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation would not be
held in jeopardy, and, secondly, and most
important, to give us an opportunity to
anticipate the control requirements of
the future, and to determine the pro-
grams, if any, which the Commodity
Credit Corporation have in hand to re-
duce their surpluses and to make it pos-
sible for us to do away with the controls
approximately a year from now.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, of
course I feel just as ‘he Senator from
Washington does, and just as the chair-
man of the subcommittee, the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois [Mr. Dove-
1as] does, that it would perhaps be best
to extend the controls for 6 months, and
then do away with them as quickly as
possible. But the question arises that
they will expire tonight if we do not
extend them and we cannot have a con-
ference with the House and pass a law
between now and midnight which would
take the place of the extension now pro-
posed. I might say to the Senator that

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

I shall join with him and with the Sen-
ator from Illinois, because I believe the
Senator from Illinois feels as I do, in
having a careful check made through the
staff of the Committee on Banking and
Currency, and in asking the Commodity
Credit Corporation to liquidate what I
believe are obligations to the farmers of
the Midwest as quickly as possible. That
would be my answer, because I do not
believe in controls, and I do not want the
Senator to think that I do.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, I express
my appreciation for the information the
Senator has just given. I wonder if the
chairman of the committee would care
to state to the Senate why the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation was so extremely,
and from our point of view, unnecessar-
ily tardy in presenting this important
matter before the Committee on Banking
and Currency.

Mr. MAYBANK. The distinguished
Senator from Illinois said in no uncer-
tain terms that he regarded the delay of
the Commodity Credit Corporation, and
the delay of the Department of Agricul-
ture in reporting to the Senate, as very
regrettable. As I told the Senator from
Vermont yesterday when he raised the
question of the controls or so-called allo-

cations of pork and pork products, I

asked the Department of Agriculture this
morning to send me a full report, and
advised them I had been extremely dis-
appointed. They have sent a report,
which will apear in the REcorp tomorrow
morning, since I presented it today, ask-
ing that controls be completely removed.
The substance of the letters and the cor-
respondence regarding this matter was
that the controls would be removed as
soon as possible, and that no additional
“hold-up,” if I may use that term, or
delay, would be encountered.

I cannot speak for the Secretary of
Agriculture, I cannot speak for the De-
partment of Agriculture, but I thor-
oughly agree with everything the Sena-
tor from Illinois said here yesterday and
day before yesterday to the effect that
this delay—this tardiness, as the Senator
from Washington expresses it—was un-
called for and unnecessary.

I may add that the staff of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, of
which committee the distinguished Sen-
ator from Washington is a member, will
us2 every effort to expedite doing away
with controls as soon as possible, and at
the same time save money for the Amer-
ican taxpayers, who have this investment
in the Commodity Credit Corporation
flax seed oil situation in the Midwest and
Northwest.

Mr. CAIN. I thank the Senator from
South Carolina. I am hopeful that the
Senator from Illinois will answer a
question.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Certainly.

Mr. CAIN. If we have on hand,
through the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion, as I understand, approximately
three-fourths of an annual crop, what
assurance did the Commodity Credit
Corporation give to the Senator from
Illinois, if I may inquire, as to how they
intended to dispose of that surplus, and
would it in fact be largely disposed of
by the expiration date fixed in the bill?
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Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, the
Department of Agriculture could give no
definite assurance that this surplus stock
would be worked off. They had hoped
they would be able to dispose of some of
the existing stock to ECA and some tc the
Army, but they were not able to get as
large purchases made as they had hoped,
and I would say that, so far as the future
is concerned, they hope, but they cannot
guarantee.

Mr. CAIN. How long a period of exten-
sion did the Department of Agriculture
or the Commodity Credit Corporation ask
for when the matter was presented to the
conference?

Mr. DOUGLAS. They originally asked
for a year and a half, but that was re-
duced by the House to 1 year.

If T may follow up a question which the
Senator from Washington asked earlier
in his colloguy with the distinguished
Senator from South Carolina, namely,
what harm would be done if we merely
renewed the 30-day provision, the Sena-
tor from South Carolina made a very im-
portant point, that altering the terms of
the extension made by the House would
require the bill to go to conference, and
probably, therefore, would result in the
act expiring, and large quantities of lin-
seed oil being shipped in, beginning to-
mMOrrow.

Mr. CAIN. The junior Senator from
Washington is conscious of that fact, and
is anxious to have this legislation prompt-
ly disposed of. I think those of us on the
committee, at least, are in agreement
that we would like to make such action
unnecessary in the future, if it is hu-
manly possible to do so.

Mr., DOUGLAS. In the hearings I
tried to make it as clear to the Depart-
ment of Agriculture as I could that I
felt they had been very negligent in not
bringing this matter up before the 20th -
of June. They furnished us with incom-
plete information, and I think they have
a great deal to answer for in the way they
have conducted the whole matter. Never-
theless, as Grover Cleveland said, it is a
condition and not a theory which con-
fronts us, and we have the problem as to
what we should do.

My feeling is that if we allow the con-
trols to lapse there will in all probably be
large shipments of linseed oil and flax-
seed from the Argentine, with the result
that we will be compelled to purchase a
larger and larger fraction of the domes-
tic supply, so that our stocks will in-
crease, and our ultimate loss will bhe
greater, and in effect we will be support-
ing the world price of flaxseed at our
present ratio of $3.99 a bushel. There-
fore, in spite of the way in which the
Department of Agriculture has conducted
the matter, it seems to me better that
we renew the controls for a year.

Mr, CAIN. I thank the Senator.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, if I may
have the attention of the Senator from
South Carolina or the Senator from Illi-
nois, whoever is handling the bill on the
floor, I should like to ask whether it is
possible under the bill to give any protec-
tion to the tung-oil industry. I have in
mind the question whether the bill would
allow the exercising of controls over im-
ports of tung oil which come into this
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country from China. I make the inquiry
because, as other Senators will attest—
and I see the Senator from Mississippi
on the floor, and I know other southern
Senators are vitally interested—bank-
ruptcy threatens the tung-oil industry
of the South.

Mr. MAYBANK. The bill will be of
assistance.

Mr. PEPPER. It will give authority to
the President, or the proper agency of
the Government, to examine into the
volume of tung oil that is coming into
this country, its adverse effect upon the
domestic industry, and that the Govern-
ment might administratively, under the
bill, if it becomes law, give some protec-
tion to the tung-oil industry.

Mr, MAYBANK. The Senator is cor-
rect.

Mr. PEPPER. Iam certainly indebted
to the Senator and =all those who have
made that possible, and I am glad that
the record of this debate can show that
E;Eg oil can have protection under the

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I
wish to take the liberty of associating
myself with the remarks of the senior
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. TaYE] and
the junior Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Younel.

I want to make this observation in -

reference to H. R. 5240: That back in the
fall of the past year, 1948, the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation purchased large
amounts of flax, and purchased it at the
support price of approximately $6 a
bushel. I think it should also be noted
that that crop was planted at a time
when there was a great shortage of lin-
seed oil and of flax products.

Flax is a risk crop, one which is always
in jeopardy, and the farmers of our sec-
tion of the country were called upon, as
. was pointed out, to plant this risk crop
in behalf of the national defense. Surely
they are worthy of having the time prop-
erly to adjust their marketing and their
planting operations.

Furthermore, when the Commodity
Credit Corporation underwrote the price
at approximately $6 a bushel, a large
number of private processors were com-
pelled to go into the market and pay
that pricee. They have heavy inven-
tories, and anything which at this time
would prejudice those inventories pre-
cipitously would have a very serious
effect upon the industry. It is for those
reasons, along with the fact that I do
not believe that the Commodity Credit
Corporation ought to suffer undue losses,
that I join with other Senators in sup-
porting H. R. 5240 and ask for its favor-
able consideration and passage.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion of the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. Maysank] to
proceed to consideration of House hill
5240.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Senate proceeded to consider the bill
(H. R. 5240) to continue for a temporary
period certain powers, authority, and dis-
cretion for the purpose of exercising, ad-
ministering, and enforcing import con-
trols with respect to fats and oils (in-
cluding butter), and rice and rice
products.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
is open to amendment. If there be no
amendment, the question is on the third
reading and passage of the bill.

The bill (H. R, 5240) was ordered to a
third reading, read the third time, an
passed. d
THE ECOROMY-MINDED SENATE—EDITO-

RIAL FROM THE NEW YORK TIMES

Mr, McMAHON. Mr. President, I
have before me an editorial which was
printed in the New York Times this
morning, entitled *“The Economy-
Minded Senate.” It begins as follows:

Sixty-two Members of the Senate are now
lined up in support of action at the earliest
practicable date on a resolution to direct
the President to cut 5 to 10 percent from the
budget which they themselves have voted,
or are in process of voting. If there was
ever a clear case of passing the buck in
Washington, this is it. The Senate added
nearly a half-billion dollars to the first five
regular appropriaton bills to come to it from
the House of Representatives, Yet 62 Mem-
bers of the Senate are strong for economy—
provided somebody else achieves it.

Then the editorial proceeds further to
develop the subject.

Mr. President, I was one of the Sen-
ators who supported each effort which
has been made in this session to reduce
appropriations. Iam also, however, con-
scious of my oath to support the Con-
stitution of the United States. The Con-
stitution clearly lays down standards for
the executive, legislative, and judicial
branches of the Government. Never, so
long as I am a Member of the Senate,
will I cast a vote to abdicate the rights
of the Senate of the United States, or,
moreover, to avoid its duties.

A little more than a year ago there was
introduced in the Senate by the Senator
from California [Mr. EKwowraxpl a
measure in which he proposed an im-
pingement—at least, I deemed it such—
on the rights of the Executive in con-
nection with a matter having to do with
calling for the FBI files for the inspection
of the Senate. I led the fight against
it, and I led the fight to sustain the Pres-
ident’s veto. That was the only veto
by President Truman which was sus-
tained in the Eightieth Congress.

Mr, President, if the Senate should
adopt this resolution it will have per-
formed what I regard as a shameful act.
When it comes up for consideration I
intend to have my say about it, and I
shall speak more at length and shall re-
view the history of the action.

I ask unanimous consent that the re-
mainder of the editorial from which I
have read be printed in the Recorp fol-
lowing my remarks.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

THE ECONOMY-MINDED SENATE

Sixty-two Members of the Senate are now
lined up in support of action at the earliest
practicable date on a 'resolution to direct
the President to cut 5 to 10 percent from the
budget which they themselves have voted,
or are in process of voting. If there was ever
a clear case of passing the buck In Wash-
ington, this is it. The Senate added nearly
8 half billlon dollars to the first five regular
appropriation bills to come to it from the
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House of Representatives. Yet 62 Members
of the Senate are strong for economy—pro-
vided somebody else achieves it. When Ben-
ator Doucras, of Illinois, proposed to cut 40
percent from that old stand-by, the rivers
and harbors bill—which carries many meri-
torious appropriations but also large chunks
of political pork—he was able to muster only
14 votes in support of his motion. But more
than 4 times 14 Members of the Senate are
now ready to dump on the President’s desk
a problem which they themselves lack
courage or ability to handle.

This approach to the problem is not only
an abdication of the Senate’s own respon-
sibilities; it is also likely, if adopted, to fall
far short of its goal of effecting a saving of
$4,000,000,000 in the new fiscal year which
begins tomorrow. This is because a large
part of the budget is beyond the reach of
the directive to the President which the
Benate is now considering. The budget car-
ries £5,500,000,000 for interest on the national
debt, an item which cannot be reduced; it
carries $2,500,000,000 for grants to the States,
all authorized by existing law; it carries
$2,100,000,000 for veterans, a sum incapable
of being cut substantially until Congress
itself revises its own laws regarding the bene-
fits now being paid in non-service-connected
causes; it carries $14,200,000,000 for national
defense and §6,700,000,000 to meet our pres-
ent international obligations, and while some
economies are possible this would be a poor
time to cut expenditures drastically at either
of these points. There remains about $10,-
000,000,000 of proposed expenditures for all
other purposes of Government. A directed
cut of 10 percent limited to this section of
the budget would fall far short of the $4,000,~
000,000 economy now hopefully in view,

These figures lead us back to the starting
point, which is that the only sure way to
cut the budget is to face the issue squarely,
in committee and on the floors of Congress.

WHAT IS RIGHT WITH AMERICA

Mr. MUNDT. Mr. President, for the
past several months, as time and op-
portunity have permitted, I have been
addressing different groups of distin-
guished Americans to the effect that if
our American success formula of polit-
ical independence and the private com-
petitive enterprise system is to win the
contest against world socialism, collec-
tivism, and communism, it is imperative
that at the grass-roots level private citi-
zens begin energetically to claim and
defend the basic elements upon which
our great success has been founded.

As one specific recommendation indi-
cating what citizens in their local com-
munities can do to help our American
way of life to endure and expand, I have
proposed that in each public school there
be included a eapsule course in clear and °
constructive terms which could honestly,
accurately, and appropriately, be called
a course in what is right with America.
We all agree America is not utopia.
There are and always will be many things
to be corrected and improved. However,
Mr. President, it is also true that ordinary
human beings in the United States are
given greater opportunities, higher
standards of living, more freedom, and
better security than they have received
in any other area of the world or in any
era of history. It is my position that
in every school we should recognize this
fact and provide at least one course of
instruction which will teach children
to understand, to appreciate, and to sup-
port the basic formula of political and
economic activity which has made the
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unprecedented and unparalleled record
possible.

I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the REcorp in connection with
my remarks an editorial from the Star-
Courier, a daily newspaper published in
the typical American community of Ke-
wanee, Il

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

WHAT'S RIGHT WITH UNITED STATES

In a recent address before the national
conference of small-business men in Wash-
ington, South Dakota's Senator KArRL MUNDT
announced that he was initiating a one-man
crusade to sell Americans on the superiority
of the American way of life.

His efforts will be directed at inducing
chambers of commerce, luncheon clubs,
woman's clubs, and other organizations to
establish what he called “American enter-
prise committees” among the standing and
working committees of their organizations.

The Dakota man, serving his first term in
the Senate after an extended period of serv-
ice in the lower House, outlined what e con-
ceived to be the opportunities and responsi-
bilities of these American enterprise com-
mittees.

“Creeping collectivism at home must be
resisted,” he asserted, “at the local level by
private citizens uniting in their commu-
nity-by-community efforts fully as much as
it is necessary to repel these freedom-deny-
ing movements by national and international
action.

“If every community In America will rid
itself of the insidious dangers of collectiv-
ism and educate its youth and adult citi-
zens to understand and appreciate the
values and virtues of our American enter-
prise system, we can so strengthen our-
selves domestically that our international
influence will be correspondingly increased.

“Local committees should crusade un-
ceasingly to portray and improve the func-
tions of the basic formula which has made
America great, namely, political independ-
ence and private enterprise. Once these
two factors of our American success formula
are fully accepted and appreciated by every
citizen, it will be comparatively easy to re-
pel foreign ideologies which attack their op-
eration or decrease thelr effectiveness.”

In suggesting things to do for these local-
level American enterprise committees, Sen-
ator MunNDT sald:

“Almost all chambers of commerce have
committees to increase membership, to beau-
tify the city, to establish closing hours, to
improve the streets, et cetera; strangely
enough, however, almost none of them have
a single committee devoting its time and
talents to the most important and imme-
diate problem confronting all of them—the
protection and preservation of our American
formula of political Independence and pri-
vate enterprise.

“By holding essay contests in the schools;
by setting aside 1 week each year for local
community-wide programs deplcting the
basic values of our way of life; by making
sure that at least one course in every high
school is devoted to portraying What's right
with America; by setting aside one Sunday
each year to sermons in support of how a
free society and a free church are inevitable
and exclusive partners; and dozens of other
ways throughout the year our local organi-
zations can move constructively to protect
a way of life which is fast disappearing from
this earth. This is a program which costs
nothing but initiative; it is one in which
every community can engage.”
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REPORT ON HIGHWAY NEEDS OF THE
NATIONAL DEFENSE—MESSAGE FROM
THE PRESIDENT (H. DOC, NO. 249)

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
GraTH in the chair) laid before the Sen-
ate a message from the President of the
United States, which was read, and, with
the accompanying report, referred to the
Committee on Public Works.

(For President’s message, see today's
proceedings of the House of Representa-
tives on p. 8752.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED
BILL AND JOINT RESOLUTION SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bill and joint resolu-
tion, and they were signed by the Vice
President:

H.R.3083. An act making appropriations
for the Treasury and Post Office Depart-
ments and funds available for the Export-
Import Bank and the Reconstruction Fi-
nance Corporation for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1950, and for other purposes;
and

H.J.Res.284, Joint resolution making
temporary appropriations for the fiscal year
1950, and for other purposes.

THE NATIONAL HOUSING PROGRAM

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
GRATH in the chair) laid before the Sen-
ate the amendment of the House of Rep-
resentatives to the bill (S. 1070) to estab-
lish a national housing objective and the
policy to be followed in the attainment
thereof, to provide Federal aid to assist
slum-clearance projects and low-rent
public housing projects initiated by lo-
cal agencies, to provide for financial as-
sistance by the Secretary of Agriculture
for farm housing, and for other purposes,
which was to strike out all after the
enacting clause and insert:

That this act may be cited as the “Hous-
ing Act of 1948."

DECLARATION OF NATIONAL HOUSING POLICY

Sec. 2. The Congress hereby declares that
the general welfare and security of the Na-
tion and the Health and living standards of
its people require housing production and
related community development sufficient to
remedy the serious housing shortage, the
elimination of substandard and other in-
adequate housing through the clearance of
slums and blighted areas, and the realization
as soon as feasible of the goal of a decent
home and a suitable living environment for
every American family, thus contributing to
the development and redevelopment of com-
munities and to the advancement of the
growth, wealth, and security of the Nation.
The Congress further declares that such pro-
duction is necessary to enable the housing
industry to make its full contribution to-

ward an economy of maximum employment, -

production, and purchasing power. The
policy to be followed in attaining the na-
tional housing objective hereby established
shall be: (1) Private enterprise shall be
encouraged to serve as large a part of the
total need as it can; (2) governmental as-
sistance shall be utilized where feasible to
enable private enterprise to serve more of the
total need; (3) appropriate local public
bodies shall be encouraged and assisted to
undertake positiye programs of encouraging
and assisting the development of well-
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planned, integrated residential neighbor-
hoods, the development and redevelopment
of communities, and the production, at
lower costs, of housing of sound standards
of design, construction, livability, and size
for adequate family life; (4) governmental
assistance to eliminate substandard and
other inadequate housing through the clear-
ance of slums and blighted areas, to facilitate
community development and redevelopment,
and to provide adequate housing for urban
and rural nonfarm families with incomes so
low that they are not being decently housed
in new or existing housing shall be ex-
tended to those localities which estimate
their own needs and demonstrate that these
needs are not being met through reliance
solely upon private enterprise, and without
such aid; and (5) governmental assistance
for decent, safe, and sanitary farm dwellings
and related facilities shall be extended
where the farm owner demonstrates that he
lacks sufficient resources to provide such
housing on his own account and is unable
to secure necessary credit for such housing
from other sources on terms and conditions
which he could reasonably be expected to
fulfill. The Housing and Home Finance
Agency and its constituent agencles, and
any ofher departments or agencies of the
Federal Government having powers, fune-
tions, or duties with respect to housing, shall
exercise their powers, functions, and duties
under this or any other law, consistently
with the national housing policy declared by
this act and in such manner as will fa--
cilitate sustained progress in attaining the
national housing objective hereby estab-
lished, and in such manner as will encour-
age and assist (1) the production of hous-
ing of sound standards of design, construc-
tion, livability, and size for adequate family
life; (2) the reduction of the costs of hous-
ing without sacrifice of such sound stand-
ards; (3) .the use of new designs, materials,
techniques, and methods In residential con-
struction, the use of standardized dimensions
and methods of assembly of home-building
materials and equipment, and the increase
of efficiency in residential construction and
maintenance; (4) the development of well-
planned, integrated, residential neighbor-
hoods and the development and redevelop-
ment of communities; and (5) the stabiliza-
tion of the housing industry at a high an-
nual volume of residential construction.

TiTLE I—SLUM - CLEARANCE AND COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT AND REDEVELOPMENT

LOCAL RESPONSIBILITIES

Sec. 101. In extending financial assistance
under this title, the Administrator shall—

(a) give consideration to the extent to
which appropriate local public bodies have
undertaken positive programs (1) for en-
couraging housing cost reductions through
the adoption, improvement, and moderniza-
tion of building and other local codes and
regulations so as to permit the use of appro-
priate new materials, techniques, and meth-
ods in land and residential planning, design,
and construction, the increase of efficiency
in residential construction, and the elimi-
nation of restrictive practices which un-
necessarily increase housing costs, and (2)
for preventing the spread or recurrence,
in such community, of slums and blighted
areas through the adoption, improvement,
and modernization of local codes and regu-
lations relating to land use and adequate
standards of health, sanitation, and safety
for dwelling accommodations; and

(b) encourage the operations of such local
public agencies as are established on a
State, or regional (within a State), or uni-
fled metropolitan basls or as are established
on such other basis as permit such agen-
cles to contribute effectively toward the
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solution of community development or re-
development problems on a State, or re-
gional (within a State), or unified metro=-
politan basis.

LOANS

Sec. 102. (a) To assist local communities
in eliminating their slums and blighted
areas and in providing maximum oppor-
tunity for the redevelopment of project areas
by private enterprise, the Administrator may
make temporary and definitive loans to local
public agencies for the undertaking of proj-
ects for the assembly, clearance, prepara-
tion, and sale and lease of land for redevelop-
ment. Such loans (outstanding at any one
time) shall be in such amounts not exceed-
ing the expenditures to be made by the local
public agency as part of the gross project
cost, bear interest at such rate (not less
than the applicable going Federal rate), be
secured in such manner, and be repaid within
such period (not exceeding, in the case of
definitive loans, 40 years from the date of
the bonds evidencing such loans), as may be
deemed advisable by the Administrator.

(b) In connection with any project on
land which is open or predominantly open,
the Administrator may make temporary
loans to municipalities or other public bodies
for the provision of public buildings or facili-
ties necessary to serve or support the new
uses of land in the project area. Such tem-
porary loans shall be in such amounts not
exceeding the expenditures to be made for
such purpose, bear interest at such rate (not

“less than the applicable going Federal rate),
be secured In such manner, and be repaid
within such period (not exceeding 10 Years
from the date of the obligations evidencing
such loans), as may be deemed advisable by
the Administrator.

(c) Loans made pursuant to subsection
(a) or (b) hereof may be made subject to the
condition that, if at any time or times or for
any period or periods during the life of the
loan contract the local public agency can
obtain loan funds from sources other than
the Federal Government at interest rates
lower than provided in the loan contract, it
may do so with the consent of the Adminis-
trator at such times and for such periods
without waiving or surrendering any rights
to loan funds under the contract for the
remainder of the life of stich contract, and
in any such case, the Administrator is au-
thorized to consent to a pledge by the local
public agency of the loan contract, and any
or all of its rights thereunder, as security for
the repayment of the loan funds so obtained
from other sources.

(d) The Administrator may make advances
of funds to local public agencies for surveys
and plans in preparation of projects which
may be assisted under this title, and the
contracts for such advances of funds may be
made upon the condition that such ad-
vances of funds shall be repald, with interest
at not less than the applicable going Federal
rate, out of any moneys which become avail-
able to such agency for the undertaking of
the project or projects, involved.

{e) To obtain funds for loans under this
title, the Administrator, on and after July 1,
1649, may, with the approval of the Presi-
dent, issue and have outstanding at any one
time notes and obligations for purchase by
the Secretary of the Treasury in an amount
not to exceed $25,000,000, which limit on
such outstanding amount shall be increased
by $225,000,000 on July 1, 19850, and by further
amounts of $250,000,000 on July 1 in each of
the years 1951, 1952, and 1953, respectively:
Provided, That (subject to the total authori-
zation of not to exceed $1,000,000,000) such
limit, and any such authorized increase there-
in, may be increased, at any time or times,
by additional amounts aggregating not more
than $250,000,000 upon a determination by
the President, after receiving advice from the
Council of Economic Advisers as to the gen-
eral effect of such increase upon the condi-
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tions in the building industry and upon the
national economy, that such action is in the
public interest.

(f) Notes or other obligations issued by
the Administrator under this title shall be
in such forms and denominations, have such
maturities, and be subject to such terms and
conditions as may be prescribed by the Ad-
ministrator, with the approval of the Sec-
retary of the Treasury. Such notes or other
obligations shall bear interest at a rate de-
termined by the Secretary of the Treasury,
taking into consideration the current average
rate on outstanding marketable obligations
of the United States as of the last day of
the month preceding the issuance of such
notes or other obligations. The Secretary
of the Treasury is authorized and directed to
purchase any notes and other obligations of
the Administrator issued under this title
and for such purpose is authorized to use
as a public debt transaction the proceeds
from the sale of any securities issued under
the Second Liberty Bond Act, as amended,
and the purposes for which securities may
be issued under such act, as amended, are
extended to include any purchases of such
notes and other obligations. The Secretary
of the Treasury may at any time sell any of
the notes or other obligations acquired by
him under this section. All redemptions,
purchases, and sales by the Secretary of the
Treasury of such notes or other obligations
shall be treated as public debt transactions
of the United States.

(g) Obligations, including interest there-
on, issued by local public agencies for proj=
ects assisted pursuant to this title, and in-
come derived by such agencies from such
projects, shall be exempt from all taxzation
now or hereafter imposed by the United
States.

CAPITAL GRANTS

‘ Sec. 103. (a) The Administrator may make
capital grants to local public agencies to
enable such agencies to make land in project
areas available for redevelopment at its fair
value for the uses specified in the redevelop-
ment plans: Provided, That the Adminis-
trator shall not make any contract for capital
grant with respect to a project which consists
of open unplatted urban or suburban land.
The aggregate of such capital grants with
respect to all the projects of & local public
agency on which contracts for capital grants
have been made under this title shall not
exceed two-thirds of the aggregate of the
net project costs of such projects, and the
capital grants with respect to any individual
project shall not exceed the difference be-
tween the net project cost and the local
grants-in-aid actually made with respect to
the project.

(b) The Administrator, on and after July
1, 1949, may, with the approval of the Presi-
dent, contract to make capital grants, with
respect to projects assisted under this title,
aggregating not to exceed $100,000,000, which
limit shall be increased by further amounts
of $100,000,000 on July 1 in each of the years
1950, 1951, 1952, and 1953, respectively:
Provided, That (subject to the total author-
ization of not to exceed $500,000,000) such
limit, and any such authorized Increase
therein, may be Increased, at any time or
times, by additional amounts aggregating not
more than $100,000,000 upon a determination
by the President, after receiving advice from
the Council of Economic Advisers as to the
general effect of such increase upon the con-
ditions In the building industry and upon
the national economy, that such action is
in the public interest. The faith of the
United States 1s solemnly pledged to the
payment of all capital grants contracted for
under this title, and there are hereby au=
thorized to be appropriated, out of any
money In the Treasury not otherwise appro-
priated, the amounts necessary to provide
for such payments:

JUNE 30

REQUIREMENTS FOR LOCAL GRANTS-IN-AID

Sec. 104. Every contract for capital grant
under this title shall require local grants-
in-aid in connection with the project in-
volved which, together with the local grants-
in-aid to be provided in connection with
all other projects of the local public agency
on which contracts for capital grants have
theretofore been made, will be at least equal
to one-third of the aggregate net project costs
involved (it being the purpose of this pro-
vision and section 103 to limit the aggregate
of the capital grants made by the Adminis-
trator with respect to all the projects of a
local public agency on which contracts for
capital grants have been made under this
title to an amount not exceeding two-thirds
of the difference between the aggregate of
the gross project costs of all such projects
and the aggregate of the total sales prices
and capital values referred to in section 110
(f) of land in such projects).

LOCAL DETERMINATIONS ;

Bec. 105. Contracts for finaneial aid shall
be made only with a duly authorized local
public agency and shall require that—

(&) The redevelopment plan for the proj-
ect area be approved by the governing body
of the locality in which the project is sit-
uated, and that such approval include find-
ings by the governing body that (i) the
financial aid to be provided in the contract
is necessary to enable the land in the proj-
ect area to be redeveloped in accordance
with the redevelopment plan; (il) the rede-
velopment plans for the redevelopment areas
in the locality will afford maximum oppor-
tunity, consistent with the sound needs of
the locality as a whole, for the redevelcp-
ment of such areas by private enterprise;
and (iii) the redevelopment plan conforms
to a general plan for the development of the
locality as a whole;

(b) When land acquired or held by the
local public agency in connection with the
project is sold or leased, the purchasers
or lessees shall be obligated (i) to devote
such land to the uses specified in the rede-
velopment plan for the project area; (ii) to
begin the building of their improvements
on such land within a reasonable time;
to give preference in the selection of tenants
for dwelling units built in the project area
to families displaced therefrom because of
clearance and redevelopment activity, who
desire to live In such units, and who will
be able to pay rents or prices charged other
families for comparable dwelling units built
as part of the same development; and (iii)
to comply with such other conditions as the
Administrator finds, prior to the execution of
the contract for loan or capital grant pur-
suant to this title, are necessary to carry
out the purposes of this title;

(c) There be a feasible method for the
temporary relocation of families displaced
from the project area, and that there are
or are being provided, In the project area
or in other areas not generally less desir-
able in regard to public utilities and public
and commercial facilities and at rents or
prices within the financial means of the
families displaced from the project area,
decent, safe, and sanitary dwellings equal
in number to the number of and avallable
to such displaced families and reasonably
accessible to their places of employment:
Provided, That in view of the existing acute
housing shortage, each such contract entered
into prior to July 1, 1951, shall further pro-
vide that there shall be no demolition of
residential structures in connection with the
project assisted under the contract prior to
July 1, 1951, if the local governing body
determines that the demolition thereof would
reasonably be expected to create undue
housing hardship in the locality. No land
for any project to be assisted under this title
shall be acquired by the local public agency
except after public hearing following notice
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of the date, time, place, and purpose of such
hearing.
GENERAL PROVISIONS

Sec. 106. (a) In the performance of, and
with respect to, the functions, powers, and
duties vested in him by this title, the Admin-
istrator, notwithstanding the provisions of
any other law, shall— :

(1) appoint a Director to administer the
provisions of this title under the direction
and supervision of the Administrator and
the basic rate of compensation of such posi-
tion shall be the same as the basic rate of
compensation established for the heads of
the constituent agencies of the Housing and
Home Finance Agency;

(2) prepare annually and submit a budget
program as provided for wholly owned Gov-
ernment corporations by the Government
Corporation Control Act, as amended;

(3) maintain an integral set of accounts
which shall be audited annually by the Gen-
eral Accounting Office In accordance with the
principles and procedures applicable to com-
mercial transactions as provided by the Gov-
ernment Corporation Control Act, as
amended, and no other audit shall be re-
quired: Provided, That such financial trans-
actions of the Administrator as the making
of advances of funds, loans, or capital grants
and vouchers approved by the Administrator
in connection with such financial transac-
tions shall be final and conclusive upon all
officers of the Government; and

(4) make an annual report to the Presi-
dent, for transmission to the Congress, to
pbe submitted as soon as practicable follow-
ing the close of the year for which such
report is made.

(b) Funds made available to the Admin-
istrator pursuant to the provisions of this
title shall be deposited in a checking ac-
count or accounts with the Treasurer of the
United States. Receipts and assets obtained
or held by the Administrator in connection
with the performance of his functions under
this title shall be available for any of the
purposes of this title (except for capital
grants pursuant to section 103 hereof), and
all funds available for carrying out the func-
tions of the Administrator under this title
(including appropriations therefor, which
are hereby authorized), shall be available,
in such amounts as may from year to year
be authorized by the Congress, for the ad-
ministrative expenses of the Administrator in
connection with the performance of such
functions.

(c) In the performance of, and with re-
spect to, the functions, powers, and duties
vested in him by this title, the Administra-
tor, notwithstanding the provisions of any
other law, may—

(1) sue and be sued;

(2) foreclose on any property or commence
any action to protect or enforce any right
conferred upon him by any law, contract, or
other agreement, and bid for and purchase at
any foreclosure or any other sale any project
or part thereof in connection with which he
has made a loan or capital grant pursuant
to this title. In the event of any such aqui-
sition, the Administrator may, notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law relating to
the acquisition, handling, or disposal of real
property by the United States, complete, ad-
minister, dispose of, and otherwise deal with,
such project or part thereof: Provided, That
any such acquisition of real property shall
not deprive any State or political subdivi-
sion thereof of its clvil jurisdiction in and
over such property or impair the civil rights
under the State or local laws of the inhab-
itants of such property;

(3) enter into agreements to pay annual
sums in lieu of taxes to any State or local
taxing authority with respect to any real
property so acquired or owned, and such sums
shall approximate the taxes which would be
paid upon such property to the State or local
taxing authority, as the case may be, if such
property were not exempt from taxation.
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{4) sell or exchange at public or private
sale, or lease, real or personal property, and
sell or exchange any securities or obligations,
upon such terms as he may fix;

(6) obtain insurance against loss in con-.
nection with property and other assets held;

(6) subject to the specific limitations in
this title, consent to the modification, with
respect to rate of interest, time of payment
of any installment of principal or interest,
security, amount of capital grant, or any
other term, of any contract or agreement to
which he is a party or which has been trans-
ferred to him pursuant to this title; and

(7) include in any contract or instrument
made pursuant to this title such other cove-
nants, conditions, or provisions (including
such covenants, conditions, or provisions as,
in the determination of the Administrator,
are necessary or desirable to prevent the
payment of excessive prices for the acquisi-
tion of land in connection with  projects
assisted under this title) as he may deem
neec to assure that the purposes of
this title will be achieved. No provision of
this title shall be construed or administered
to permit speculation in land holding.

(d) Section 3709, as amended, of the Re-
vised Statutes shall not apply to any con-
tract for services or supplies on account of
any property acquired pursuant to this title
if the amount of such contract does not
exceed $1,000.

(e) Not more than 10 percent of the funds
provided for in this title, either in the form
of loans or grants, shall be expended in any
one State.

PAYMENT FOR LAND USED FOR LOW-RENT PUBLIC
HOUBING

Sec. 107. If the land for a low-rent hous-
ing project assisted under the United States
Housing Act of 1937, as amended, is made
available from a project assisted under this
title, payment equal to the fair value of
the land for the uses specified in accordance
with the redevelopment plan shall be made
therefor by the public housing agency un-
dertaking the housing project, and such
amount shall be included as part of the de-
velopment cost of the low-rent housing proj-
ect.

SURPLUS FEDERAL REAL PROPERTY

Sec. 108. The President may at any time
in his discretion, transfer, or cause to be
transferred, to the Administrator any right,
title, or interest held by the Federal Gov-
ernment or any department or agency there-
of in any land (including buildings thereon)
which is surplus to the needs of the Gov-
ernment and which a local public agency
certifies will be within the area of a proj-
ect being planned by it. When such land
is sold to the local public agency by the Ad-
ministrator, it shall be sold at a price equal
to its falr market value, and the proceeds
from such sale shall be covered into the
Treasury as miscellaneous receipts.

PROTECTION OF LABOR STANDARDS

Sec. 109. In order fo protect labor stand-
ards—

(a) Any contract for financial aid pur-
suant to this title shall contain a provision
requiring that not less than the salaries
prevailing in the locality, as determined or
adopted (subsequent to a determination un-
der applicable State or local law) by the Ad-
ministrator, shall be paid to all architects,
technical engineers, draftsmen, and tech-
nicians employed in the development of the
project involved and shall also contain a
provision that not less than the wages pre-
vailing in the locality, as determined by the
Becretary of Labor pursuant to the Davis-
Bacon Act (49 Stat. 1011), shall be paid to
all laborers and mechanics employed in the
development of the project involved; and the
Administrator shall require certification as
to compliance with the provisions of this
paragraph prior to making any payment un-
der such contract; : ’
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(b) The provisions of title 18, United States
Code, section 874, and of title 40, United
States Code, section 276¢, shall apply to any
project financed in whole or In part with
funds made available pursuant to this title;

(c) Any contractor engaged on any proj-
ect financed in whole or in part with funds
made available pursuant to this title shall
report monthly to the Secretary of Labor,
and shall cause all subcontractors to report
in like manner, within 5 days after the close
of each month and on forms to be furnished
by the United States Department of Labor,
as to the number of persons on their re-
spective pay rolis on the particular project,
the aggregate amount of such pay rolls, the
total man-hours worked, and itemized ex-
penditures for materials. Any such con-
tractor shall furnish to the Department of
Labor the names and addresses of all sub-
contractors on the work at the earliest date
practicable.

DEFINITIONS

Sec. 110. The following terms shall have
the meanings, respectively, ascribed to them
below, and, unless the context clearly indi-
cates otherwise, shall include the plural as
well as the singular number:

(a) “Redevelopment area'” means an area
which is appropriate for develppment or re=-
development and within which a project
area is located.

(b) “Redevelopment plan” means a plan,
as 1t exists from time to time, for the de-
velopment or redevelopment of a redevelop-
ment or project area, which plan shall be
sufficiently complete (1) to indicate its rela-
tionship to definite local objectives as to ap-
propriate land uses and improved ftraffic,
publlic transportation, public utilities, recre=-
ational and community facilities, and other
public improvements; and (2) to indlcate
proposed land uses and bullding require-
ments in the project area: Provided, That
the Administrator shall take such steps as
he deems necessary to assure consistency be-
tween the redevelopment plan and any high-
ways or other public improvements in the
locallty receiving financial assistance from
the Federal Works Agency.

(¢) “Project” may include (1) acquisition
of (1) a slum area or a deterlorating area
which is predominantly residential in char-
acter, or (i) any other deteriorated or deteri-
orating area which is to be developed or re-
developed for predominantly residential uses,
or (iii) land which is predominantly open
and which because of obsolete platting, di-
versity of ownership, deterioration of struc-
tures or of site improvements, or otherwise
substantially impairs or arrests the sound
growth of the community and which is to
be developed for predominantly residential
uses, or (iv) open land necessary for sound
community growth which is to be developed
for predominantly residentlial uses (in which
event the project thereon, as provided in the
proviso of section 103 (a) hereof, shall not be
eligible for any capital grant); (2) demoli-
tion and removal of buildings and improve-
ments; (3) installation, construction, or re-
construction of streets, utilities, and other
site lmprovements essential to the prepara-
tion of sites for uses in accordance with the
redevelopment plan; and (4) making the
land available for development or redevelop-
ment by private enterprise or public agen-
cies (including sale, initlal leasing, or reten-
tion by the local public agency itself) at its
fair value for uses in accordance with the
redevelopment plan. For the purposes of
this title, the term "project" shall not in-
clude the construction of any of the build-
ings contemplated by the redevelopment
plan, and the term “redevelopment” and
derivatives thereof shall mean develop as well
as redevelop. For any of the purposes of
section 109 hereof, the term *“project” shall
not include any donations or provisions made
as local grants-in-aid and eligible as such
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ant to clauses (2) and (3) of section
110 (d) hereof.

(d) “Local grants-in-aid” shall mean as=
elstance by a State, municipality, or other
public body, or any other entity, in connec-
tion with any project on which a contract
for capital grant has been made under this
title, in the form of (1) cash grants; (2)
donations, at cash value, or land (exclusive of
land in streets, alleys, and other public
rights-of-way which may be vacated in con-
nection with the project), and demolition
or removal work, or site improvements in the
project area, at their cost; and (3) the pro-
vision, at their cost, of parks, playgrounds,
and public buildings or facilities (other than
low-rent public housing) which are pri-
marily of direct benefit to the project and
which are necessary to serve or support the
mew uses of land In the project area in ac-
cordance with the redevelopment plan:
Provided, That, in any case where, in the de-
termination of the Administrator, any park,
playground, public building, or facility is
of direct and substantial benefit both to
the project and to other areas, the Admin-
istrator shall provide that, for the purposes
of computing the amount of the local grants-
in-aid for such project there shall be in-
cluded an allowance of an appropriate por-
tion (as determined by the Administrator)
of the cost of such park, playground, public
building, or facility. No demolition or re-
moval work, improvement, or facility for
which a State, municipality, or other public
body has received or has contracted to recelve
any grant or subsidy from the United States,
or any agency or instrumentality thereof, for
such work, or the construction of such im-
provement or facility, shall be eligible for
inclusion as a local grant-in-aid in connec-
tion with a project or projects assisted under
this title.

(e) “Gross project cost” shall comprise
(1) the amount of the expenditures by the
local public agency with respect to any and
all undertakings necessary to carry out the
‘project (including the payment of carrying
charges, but nnt beyond the point where the
project 1s completed), and (2) the amount
of such local grants-in-aid as are furnished
in forms other than cash.

_ (f) “Net project cost” shall mean the dif-
ference between the gross project cost and
the aggregate of (1) the total sales prices of
all land sold, and (2) the total capital values
(1) imputed, on a basis approved by the Ad-
ministrator, to all land leased, and (li) used
as a basls for determining the amounts to
be transferred to the project from other
funds of the local public agency to com-
pensate for any land retained by it for use
in accordance with the redevelopment plan.

(g) “Going Federal rate” means the an-
nual rate of interest (or, if there shall be
two or more such rates of interest, the high-
est thereof) specified in the most recently
+issued bonds of the Federal Government
having a maturity of 10 years or more, de-
termined at the date the contract for advance
of funds or for loan is made. Any contract
for loan made may be revised or superseded
by a later contract, so that the going Fed-
eral rate, on the basis of which the interest
rate on the loan is fixed, shall mean the
going Federal rate, as herein defined, on the
date that such contract is revised or super-
seded by such later contract.

(h) “Local public agency” means any State,
county, municipality, or other governmental
entity or public body which is authorized
to undertake the project for which assist-
ance is sought., “State” includes the sev-
eral States, the District of Columbia, and
the Territories, dependencies, and possessions
of the United States,

(1) "Administrator” means the Housing
and Home Finance Administrator.
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TiTLE II—AMENDMENTS TO NATIONAL HoUsING
Act

Sec. 201. The National Housing Act, as
amended, is hereby amended—

(1) by striking out of the first sentence of
section 2 (a) “July 1, 1849" and inserting in
leu thereof “September 1, 1949";

(2) by striking out of the proviso in section
203 (a) *'$4,000,000,000" and inserting in lieu
thereof “£5,200,000,000" and by striking out of
such proviso “§5,000,000,000" and inserting in
lieu thereof “$5,500,000,000"; and

(3) by striking out of the second proviso in
gsection 603 (a) “June 30, 1949" in each
place where it appears therein and inserting
in lieu thereof “August 31, 1949",

Trrie III—Low-ReNT Pusnic HousING

LOCAL RESPONSIBILITIES AND DETERMINATIONS,
TENANCY ONLY BY LOW-INCOME FAMILIES

Sec. 801. The United States Housing Act of
1937, as amended, is hereby amended by
adding the following additional subsections
to section 15:

“(7) In recognition that there should be
local determination of the need for low-rent
housing to meet needs not being adequately
met by private enterprise—

“(a) the Authority shall not make any
contract with a public housing agency for
preliminary loans (all of which shall be re-
paid out of any moneys which become avail-
able to such agency for the development of
the projects involved) for surveys and plan-
ning in respect to any low-rent housing
projects initiated after March 1, 1948, (1)
unless the governing body of the locality in-
volved has by resolution approved the appli-
cation of the public housing agency for such
preliminary loan; and (ii) unless the public
housing agency has demonstrated to the
satisfaction of the Authority that there is
a need for such low-rent housing which is
not being met by private enterprise; and

“(b) the Authority shall not make any
contract for loans (other than preliminary
loans) or for annual contributions pursuant
to this act with respect to any low-rent hous-
ing project initiated after March 1, 1949, (i)
unless the governing body of the locality in-
volved has entered into an agreement with
the public housing agency providing for the
local cooperation required by the Authority
pursuant to this act; and (ii) unless the pub-
lic housing agency has demonstrated to the
satisfaction of the Authority that a gap of at
least 20 percent has been left between the
upper rental limits for admission to the pro-
posed low-rent housing and the lowest rents
at which private enterprise unaided by public
subsidy is providing (through new construc-
tion and available existing structures) a sub-
stantial supply of decent, safe, and sanitary
housing toward meeting the need of an ade-
quate volume thereof,

*“{8) Every contract made pursuant to this
act for annual contributions for any low=-
rent housing project initiated after March
1, 1949, shall provide that—

“(a) the public housing agency shall fix
maximum income limits for the admission
‘and for the continued occupancy of families
in such housing, that such maximum income
limits and all revisions thereof shall be sub-
ject to the prior approval of the Authority,
and that the Authority may require the pub-
lic housing agency to review and to revise
such maximum income limits if the Author-
ity determines that changed conditions in the
locality make such revisions necessary in
achieving the purposes of this act;

“(b) a duly authorized official of the pub-
lic housing agency involved shall make peri-
odic written statements to the Authority
that an investigation has been made of each
family admitted to the low-rent housing
project involved during the period covered
thereby, and that, on the basis of the report
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of said investigation, he has found that each
such family at the time of its admission
(1) had a net family income not exceeding
the maximum income limits theretofore fixed
by the public housing agency (and approved
by the Authority) for admission of families
of low income to such housing; and (ii) lived
in an unsafe, insanitary, or overcrowded
dwelling, or was to be displaced by another
low-rent housing project or by a public elum-
clearance or redevelopment project, or actu-
ally was without housing, or was about to be
without housing as a result of a court order
of eviction, due to causes other than the fault
of the tenant: Provided, That the require-
ment in (1i) shall not be applicable in the
case of the family of any veteran or service-
man (or of any deceased veteran or service-
man) where application for admission to
such housing is made not later than 5 years
after March 1, 1049;

“(c) In the selection of tenants (i) the
public housing agency shall not discriminate
against families, otherwise eligible for ad-
mission to such housing, because their in-
comes are derived in whole or in part from
public assistance and (ii) In initially select-
ing families for admission to dwellings of
given sizes and at specified rents the public
housing agency shall (subject to the prefer-
ences prescribed in subsection 10 (g) of
this act) give preference to families having
the most urgent housing need, and there-
after, in selecting families for admission to
such dwellings, shall give due consideration
to ;he urgency of the families’ housing needs:
an

“(d) the public housing agency shall make
periodic reexaminations of the net incomes
of tenant familles living in the low-rent
housing project involved; and if it is found,
upon such reexamination, that the net in-
comes of any such familles have increased
beyond the maximum income limits fixed by
the public housing agency (and approved by
the Authority) for continued occupancy in
such housing, such families shall be required
to move from the project.”

VETERANS' PREFERENCES

Sec. 302. The United States Housing Act
of 1937, as amended, is hereby amended as
follows:

(a) By adding the following new subsec-
tion to section 10:

“(g) Every contract made pursuant to this
act for annual contributions for any low-
rent housing project initlated after March 1,
1949, shall require that the public-housing
agency, as among low-income families which
are eligible applicants for occupancy in
dwellings of given sizes and at specified
rents, shall extend the following preferences
in the selection of tenants:

“First, to families which are to be dis-
placed by any low-rent housing project or
by any public slum-clearance or redevelop-
ment project, or which were so displaced
within 8 years prior to making application to
such public-housing agency for admission to
any low-rent housing; and as among such
families where an application for admission
is made not later than 5 years after March 1,
1949, first preference shall be given to fam-
ilies of disabled veterans whose disability
has been determined by the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration to be service-connected, and
second preference shall be given to families
of other veterans and servicemen (including
families of deceased veterans or service-
men);

“Second, to familles of other veterans and
servicemen (including families of deceased
veterans or servicemen) where an application
for admission 1s made not later than § years
after March 1, 1849; and as among such fam-
ilies first preference shall be given to fam-
ilies of disabled veterans whose disability has
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been determined by the Veterans' Adminis-
tration to be service-connected.”

(b) By adding the following new subsec-
tion to section 2:

“(14) The term ‘veteran’ shall mean a per-
son who has served in the active military
or naval service of the United States at any
time on or after September 16, 1940, and
prior to July 26, 1947, and who shall have
been discharged or released therefrom under
conditions other than dishonorable. The
term ‘serviceman' shall mean & person in
the active military or naval service of the
United States who has served therein on or
after September 16, 1940, and prior to July
26, 1947."”

COST LIMITS

Sec. 303. Subsection 15 (5) of the United
States Housing Act of 1937, as amended, is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“(5) No contract for any lpan, annual con-
tribution, or capital grant made pursuant to
this act shall be entered into by the Author-
ity with respect to any low-rent housing
project completed after January 1, 1948, hav-
ing a cost for construction and equipment of
more than $1,750 per room (excluding land,
demolition, and nondwelling facilities); ex-
cept that in the case of Alaska any such con-
tract may be entered into with respect to a
project having a cost for construction and
equipment of not to exceed $2,500 per room
(excluding land, demolition, and nondwell-
ing facilities): Provided, That if the Ad-
ministrator finds that in the geographical
area of any project (1) it is not feasible un-
der the aforesaid cost limitations to con-
struct the project without sacrifice of sound
standards of construction, design, and liva-
bility, and (ii) there is an acute need for
such housing, he may prescribe in such con-
tract cost limitations which may exceed by
not more than 750 per room the limitations
that would otherwise be applicable to such
project hereunder, The Authority shall make
loans, grants, and annual contributions only
for such low-rent housing projects as it finds
are to be undertaken in such a manner that
such projects will not be of elaborate or ex-
travagant design or materials, and economy
will be promoted both in construction and
administration. In order to attain the fore-
going objective, every contract for financial
assistance entered into with respect to any
low-rent housing project initiated after
March 1, 1949, shall provide that no award
of the main construction contract for such
project shall be made unless the Authority,
taking into account the level of construction
costs prevailing in the locality where such
project is to be located, shall have specifically
approved the amount of such main construe-
tion contraect.” .

PRIVATE FINANCING

Sec. 304, In order to stimulate increasing
private finaneing of low-rent housing proj-
ects, the United States Housing Act of 1937,
as amended, is hereby amended as follows:

(a) The last proviso of subsection (b) of
section 10 is repealed, and subsection (f) of
sald section is amended to read as follows:

“(f) Payments under annual contributions
contracts shall be pledged as security for any
loans obtained by a public housing agency to
assist the development or acquisition of the
housing project to which the annual contri-
butions relate.”;

(b) The following is added after section
21:
“PRIVATE FINANCING

“Sec. 22. To facilitate the enlistment of
private capital through the sale by public
housing agencies of their bonds and other
obligations to others than the Authority, in
finanecing low-rent housing projects, and to
maintain the low-rent character of housing
projects—

“(a) Every contract for annual contribu-
tions (including contracts which amend or
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supersede contracts previously made) may
provide that—

“(1) upon the occurrence of a substantial
default in respect to the covenants or condi-
tions to which the public housing agency is
subject (as such substantial default shall be
defined In such contract), the public hous-
ing agency shall be obligated at the option
of the Authority, either to convey title in any
case where, in the determination of the Au-
thority (which determination shall be final
and conclusive), such conveyance of title is
necessary to achieve the purposes of this act,
or to deliver possession to the Authority of
the project, as then constituted, to which
such contract relates;

**{2) the Authority shall be obligated to
reconvey or to redeliver possession of the
project, as constituted at the time of re-
conveyance or redelivery, to such public
housing agency or to its successor (if such
publiec housing agency or a successor exists)
upon such terms as shall be prescribed in
such contract and as soon as practicable: (1)
After the Authority shall be satisfied that all
defaults with respect to the project have been
cured, and that the project will, in order to
fulfill the purposes of this act, thereafter be
operated in accordance with the terms of
such contract; or (ii) after the termination
of the obligation to make annual contribu-
tions available unless there are any obliga-
tions or covenants of the public housing
agency to the Authority which are then in
default. Any prior conveyances and recon-
veyances, deliveries and redeliveries of pos-
sesslon shall not exhaust the right to require
a conveyance or delivery of possession of the
project to the Authority pursuant to sub-
paragraph (1), upon the subsequent ceccur-
rence of a substantial default.

*“(b) Whenever such contract for annual
contributions shall include provisions which
the Authority, in sald contract, determines
are in accordance with subsection (a) hereof,
and the annual contributions, pursuant to
such contract, have been pledged by the
public housing agency as security for the
payment of the principal and interest on any
of its obligations, the Authority (notwith-
standing any other provisions of this act,
shall continue to make annual contributions
available for the project so long as any of
such obligations remain outstanding, and
may covenant in such contract (in lieu of
the provision required by the first sentence
of subsection 15 (8) of this act) that in any
event such annual contributions shall in
each year be at least equal to an amount
which, together with such income or other
funds as are actually available from the
project for the purpose at the time such an-
nual contribution is made, will suffice for
the payment of all installments, falling due
within the next succeeding 12 months, of
principal and interest on the obligations
for which the annual contributions provided
for in the contract shall have been pledged
as security: Provided, That such annual con-
tributions shall not be in excess of the maxi-
mum sum determined pursuant to the pro-
visions of this act; and in no case shall such
annual contributions be in excess of the
maximum sum specified in the contract in-
volved, nor for longer than the remainder of
the maximum period fixed by the contract.”;

(c) In the fourth sentence of section 9
the words “going Federal rate at the time
the loan is made,"” are deleted; in the first
proviso of subsection 10 (b) the words “going
Federal rate of interest at the time such
contract is made” are deleted; and in lieu
thereof in each case there are substituted the
words “applicable golng Federal rate”; and
subsection 2 (10) is amended to read as
follows:

“(10) The term 'going Federal rate’ means
the annual rate of interest (or, if there shall
be two or more such rates of interest, the
highest thereof) specified in the most re-
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cently issued bonds of the Federal Govern-
ment having a maturity of 10 years or more,
determined, in the case of loans or annual
contributions, respectively, at the date of
Presidential approval of the contract pur-
suant to which such loans or contributions
are made: Provided, That for the purposes
of this act, the going Federal rate shall be
deemed to be not less than 215 percent.”;

(d) Section 9 is amended by striking out
the period at the end of said section and
adding a colon and the following: “Provided,
That in the case of projects initiated after
March 1, 1949, with respeet to which annual
contributions are contracted for pursuant to
this act, loans shall not be made for a
period exceeding 40 years from the date of
the bonds evidencing the loan: And provided
further, That, in the case of such projects
or any other projects with respect to which
the contracts (including contracts which
amend or supersede contracts previously
made) provide for loans for a period not ex-
ceeding 40 years from the date of the bonds
evidencing the loan and for annual contri-
butions for a period not exceeding 40 years
from the date the first annual contribution
for the project is paid, suck loans shall bear
interest at a rate not less than the applicable
going Federal rate.”;

(e) Subsection 10 (¢) is amended by strik-
ing out the period at the end of the last sen-
tence and adding a colon and the following:
“Provided, That in the case of projects in-
itiated after March 1, 1949, contracts for an-
nual contributions shall not be made for a
period exceeding 40 years from the date the
first annual contribution for the project is
pald: And provided further, That, in the case
of such projects or any other projects with
respect to which the contracts for annual
contributions (including contracts which
amend or supersede contracts previously
made) provide for annual contributions for
a period not exceeding 40 years from the date
the first annual contribution for the project
is paid, the fixed contribution may exceed
the amount provided in the first provizo of
subsection (b) of this section by 1 percent
of development or acquisition cost.”;

(f) The first sentence of subsection 10 (c)
is amended to read as follows: “Every con-
tract for annual contributions shall provide
that whenever in any year the receipts of a
public housing agency in connection with a
low-rent housing project exceed its expendi-
tures (including debt service, administration,
maintenance, establishment of reserves, and
other costs and charges), an amount equal
to such excess shall be applied, or set aside
for application, to purposes which, in the
determination of the Authority, will effect a
reduction in the amount of subsequent an-
nual contributions.”;

(g) Section 14 is amended by inserting the
following after the first sentence: “When the
Authority finds that it would promote econ-
omy or be in the financial interest of the
Federal Government, any contract heretofore
or hereafter made for annual contributions,
loans, or both, may, with Presidential ap-
proval, be amended or superseded by a con-
tract of the Authority so that the going Fed-
eral rate on the basis of which such annual
contributions or interest rate on the loans,
or both, respectively, are fixed shall mean the
going Federal rate, as herein defined, on the
date of Presidential approval of such amend-
ing or superseding contract: Provided, That
contracts may not be amended or superseded
in a manner which would impair the rights
of the holders of any outstanding obligations
of the public housing agency involved for
which annual contributions have been
pledged."”;

(h) Section 20 is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“See. 20. The Authority may issue and have
outstanding at any one time notes and other
obligations for purchase by the Secretary of
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the Treasury in an amount not to exceed
$1,500,000,000. Such notes or other obliga-
tions shall be in such forms and denomina-
tions, shall have such maturities, and shall
be subject to such terms and conditions as
may be prescribed by the Authority with the
approval of the Secretary of the Treasury.
Such notes or other obligations shall bear
interest at a rate determined by the Secre-
tary of the Treasury, taking into considera-
tion the current average rate on outstand-
ing marketable obligations of the United
States as of the last day of the mronth pre-
ceding the issuance of the notes or other
obligations by the Authority. The Secretary
of the Treasury is authorized and directed
to purchase any notes or other obligations
of the Authority issued hereunder and for
such purpose is authorized to use as a public
debt transaction the proceeds from the sale
of any securities issued under the Second
Liberty Bond Act, as amended, and the pur-
poses for which securities may be lssued
under such act, as amended, are extended to
include any purchases of such obligations.
The Secretary of the Treasury may at any
time sell any of the notes or other obliga-
tions aequired by him wunder this section.
All redemptions, purchases, and sales by the
Secretary of the Treasury of such notes or
other obligations shall be treated as public
debt transactions of the United States.”;

(i) Subsection 2 (5) is amended to read
as follows:

*“(5) The term ‘development’ means any or
all undertakings necessary for planning, land
acquisition, demolition, construction, or
equipment, in connection with a low-rent
housing project. The term ‘development
cost’ shall comprise the costs incurred by a
public housing agency in such undertakings
and their necessary financing (including the
payment of carrying charges, but not beyond
the point of physical completion), and in
otherwise carrying out the development of
such project. Construction activity in con-
nection with a low-rent housing project may
be confined to the reconstruction, remodel-
ing, or repair of existing bulldings.”; and

(J) The following additional subsection is
added to section 15:

“(9) Any contract for loans or annual con-
tributions, or both, entered into by the Au-
thority with a public housing agency, may
cover one or more than one low-rent housing
project owned by said public housing agency;
in the event such contract covers two or more
projects, such projects may, for any of the
purposes of this act and of such contract
(including, but not limited to, the deter-
mination of the amount of the loan, annual
contributions, or payments in lieu of taxes,
specified in such contract), be treated col-
lectively as one project.”

ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS

Bec. 305. The United States Housing Act of
1937, as amended, is hereby amended as
follows:

(a) By Inserting the following after the
first sentence of subsection (e) of section
10: “With respect to projects assisted pur-
suant to this act, the Authority (in addition
to the amount authorized by the first sen-
tence of this subsection) is authorized, with
the approval of the President, to enter into
contracts, on and after July 1, 1949, for an-
nual contributions aggregating not more
than 85,000,000 per annum, which limit
shall be increased by further amounts of
$80,000,000 on July 1 in each of the years
1950, 1951, and 1952, respectively, and by
£75,000,000 on July 1, 19563: Provided, That
(subject fo the total additional authoriza-
tion of not more than $400,000,000 per an=-
num) such limit, and any such authorized
increase therein, may be increased at any
time or times by not to exceed in any fiscal
year an additional amount of $80,000,000
upon a determination by the President, after
recelving advice from the Council of Eco-
nomic Advisers as to the general eflect of
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such increase upon conditions in the bulld-
ing industry and upon the national economy,
that such action is in the public interest:
And provided further, That 10 percent of
each amount of authorization to enter into
contracts for annual contributions becom-
ing available hereunder shall, for a period
of 3 years after such amount of authoriza-
tion becomeés available, be avallable only for
annual contributions contracts with respect
to projects to be located in rural nonfarm
areas. With respect to projects initiated
after March 1, 1949, the Authority may au-
thorize the commencement of construction
of not to exceed 150,000 dwelling units after
July 1, 1949, which limit shall be increased
by further amounts of 150,000 dwelling units
on July 1 in each of the years 1950 through
and including 1955, respectively: Provided,
That (subject to the authorization of not
to exceed 1,060,000 dwelling units) such
limit, and any such authorized increase
therein, may be increased at. any time or
times by not to exceed in any fiseal year an
additional 100,000 dwelling units, or may be
decreased at any time or times by not to
exceed in any fiscal year 100,000 dwelling

units, upon a determination by the Presi- .

dent, after recelving advice from the Council
of Economic Advisers as to the general effect
of such increase or decrease upon condi-
tions in the building industry and upon the
national economy, that such action is in the
public interest: And provided further, That
contracts for annual contributions with re-
spect to low-rent housing projects initiated
after March 1, 1949, shall not provide for the
development of more than 1,050,000 dwelling
units without further authorization from
the Congress."”; and

(b) By deleting the third sentence of sub-
section 10 (a) and adding the following new
subsection to section 10:

“(h) Every contract made pursuant to
this act for annual contributions for any
low-rent housing project initiated after
March 1, 1949, shall provide that no annual
contributions by the Authority shall be made
available for such project unless such project
is exempt from all real and personal property
taxes levied or imposed by the State, city,
county, or other political subdivisions, but
such contract may authorize the public hous-
ing agency to make payments in lieu of such
taxes In an annual amount not in excess of
10 percent of the annual shelter rents
charged in such project: Provided, That, with
respect to any such project to be located in
any State where, by reason of constitutional
limitations or otherwise, such project is not
exempt from all real and personal property
taxes levied or imposed by the State, city,
county, or other political subdivision, such
contract may provide, in lieu of the require-
ment for tax exemption, that no annual con-
tributions by the Authority shall be made
available for such project unless and until
the State, city, county, or other political
subdivision in which such project is situated
shal' contribute, in the form of cash, at least
20 percent of the annual contributions paid
by the Authority. In respect to low-rent
housing projects initiated prior to March 1,
1949, the Authority may, after the effective
date of the Housing Act of 1949, authorize
payments in lleu of taxes for each of the
project fiscal years in respect to which an-
nual contributions were payable during the
2-year period ending June 30, 1949, in
amounts which, together with amounts al-
ready pald, will not exceed the greater of
either (i) 5 percent of the shelter rents
charged in such project for each of such
project fiscal years, or (ii) the amounts
specified in the cooperation agreements in
effect Juiy 1, 1947, between the public hous-
ing agencies and the political subdivisions
in which the projects are located, or in the
ordinances or resolutions of such political
subdivisions in effect on such date. In re-
speet of such low-rent housing projects
Initiatced prior to March 1, 1948, the con-
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tracts for annual contributions may be
amended as to project fiscal years in respect
to which annual contributions are payable
on or after July 1, 1949, so as to require ex-
emption from real and personal property
taxes in lleu of any other requirements as
to local contributions and to permit pay-
ments in lieu of taxes on the terms pre-
scribed in the first sentence of this subsec-
tion; in the event that the contracts for
annual contributions are not so amended,
payments in lieu of taxes In respect to such
project fiscal years shall be limited to the
amount specified In the ccoperation agree-
ments or ordinances or resolutions in eflect
July 1, 1947

SPECIAL PROVISIONS FOR LARGE FAMILIES OF LOW
INCOME

Sec. 306. In order to enable low-rent hous-
ing to better serve the needs of large families
of low income, .the United States Housing
Act of 1937, as amended, is hereby amended
by deleting the second sentence of subsection
2 (1) and substituting therefor the follow=-
ing: “The dwellings in low-rent housing as
defined in this act shall be available solely
for families whose net annual income at the
time of admission, less an exemption of $100
for each minor member of the family other
than the head of the family and his spouse,
does not exceed flve times the annual rental
(including the wvalue or cost to them of
water, electricity, gas, other heating and cook=
ing fuels, and other utilities) of the dwell-
ings to be furnished such families. For
the sole purpose of determining eligibility for
continued occupancy, & public housing agency
may allow, from the net income of any fam-
ily, an exemption for each minor member of
the family (other than the head of the family
and his spouse) of either (a) $100, or (b) all
or any part of the annual income of such
minor. For the purposes of this subsection,
& minor shall mean a person less than 21
years of age.”

TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

£SEc. 307. The United States Housing Act
of 1837, as amended, is hereby amended as
follows:

(a) By deleting from section 1 the words
“rural or urban communities” and by sub-
stituting therefor the words “urban and rural
nonfarm areas’;

(b) (1) By adding at the end of subsection
2 (11) the following new sentence: “The
Authority shall enter into contracts for finan-
cial assistance with a State or State agency
where such State or State agency makes ap-
plication for such assistance for an eligible
project which, under the applicable laws of
the State, is to be developed and adminis-
tered by such State or State agency.”; and

(2) By adding the following new subsec-
tion to section 2:

*“(15) The term ‘Initiated’ when used in
reference to the date on which a project was
initiated refers to the date of the first con-
tract for financial assistance in respect to
such project entered into by the Authority
and the public housing agency.”;

(¢) By adding to section 6 the following
new subsection:

“(e) With respect to all projects under
title II of Public Law 671, Seventy-sixth Con-
gress, approved June 28, 1940, references
therein to the United States Housing Act of
1837, as amended, shall include all amend-
ments to sald act made by the Housing Act
of 1849 or by any other law thereafter
enacted,”;

(d) By deleting the proviso in subsection
10 (a) and the proviso in subsection 11 (a),
and In each case changing the colon preced-
ing the word “Provided” to a period;

(e) By amending the second sentence of
subsection 13 (a) to read as follows: “The
Authority may bid for and purchase at any
foreclosure by any party or at any other sale,
or (pursuant to sec. 22 or otherwise) ac-
quire or take possession of any project which
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it previously owned or in connection with
which it has made a loan, annual contribu-
tion, or capital grant; and in such event the
Authority may complete, administer, pay the
principal of and interest on any obligations
issued in connection with such project, dis-
pose of, and otherwise deal with, such proj-
ects or parts thereof, subject, however, to
the limitations elsewhere in this act govern-
‘Ing their administration and disposition."”;

(f) By amending subsection 16 (2) by in-
gerting after the words “contain a provision
requiring that” the words “not-less than”;

(g) By amending subsection 21 (d) to
read as follows:

“(d) Not more than 10 percent of the total
snnual amount of $428,000,000 provided in
this act for annual contributions, nor more
than 10 percent of the amounts provided for
in this act for grants, shall be expended
within any one State"; and

(h) By renumbering sections 22 to 30, in-

“clusive, so that they become sections 23 to
81, inclusive.

TrrLe IV—HOUSING RESEARCH

Sec. 401. Title III of Publiec Law 801,
Eightieth Congress, approved August 10,
-1948, is hereby amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 801, The Housing and Home Finance
Administrator shall—

“(a) Undertake and conduct a program
with respect to technical research and studies
concerned with the development, demon=-
stration, and promotion of the acceptance
and application of nev' and improved tech-
nigques, materials, and methods which will
permit progressive reductions in housing
construction and maintenance costs, and
stimulate the increased and sustained pro-
duction of housing, and concerned with
housing economics and other housing market
data. Buch program may be concerned with
improved and standardized building codes
and regulations and methods for the more
uniform administration thereof, standardized
dimensions and methods for the assembly of
home-briilding materials and equipment, im-
proved residential design and construction,
new and improved types of housing compo-
nents, bullding materials and equipment,
and methods of production, distribution, as-
sembly, and construction, and sound tech-

-niques for the testing thereof and for the
determination of adequate performance
standards, and may relate to appraisal, credit,
and other housing market data, housing
needs, demand and supply, finance and in-
vestment, land costs, use and improvement,
site planning and utilities, zoning and other
laws, codes, and regulations as they apply to

-‘housing, other factors affecting the cost of
housing, and related technical and economic
research. Contracts may be made by the
Administrator for technical research and
studles asuthorized by this subsection for
work to continue not more than 4 years from
_the date of any such contract. Notwith-
standing the provisions of section 5 of the
act of June 20, 1874, as amended (31 U. 8. C.
713), any unexpended balances of appropria-
tions properly obligated by contracting with
an organization as provided in this subsec-
tion may rendain upon the books of the Treas-
ury for not more than five fiscal years before
being ecarried to the surplus fund and cov-
ered into the Treasury. All contracts made
by the Administrator for technical research
and studies authorized by this or any other
act shall contain regquirements making the
results of such research or studies available
to the publie through dedication, assignment
to the Government, or such other means as
the Administrator shall determine. The Ad-
ministrator shall disseminate, and without
regard to the provisions of 39 United States
Code 321n, the results of such research and
studies in such form as may be most useful
to Industry and to the general public. Not-
withstanding any other provisions of law
except provisions enacted expressly in limita-
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tion hereof, the Administrator is authorized
to consolidate, with the functions and ac-
tivities performed under this subsection, any
functions or activities now being performed
or which, otherwise, would be performed by
any constituent agency of the Housing and
Home Finance Agency with respect to hous-
ing market data, and with respect to any
other function or activity which the Admin-
istrator is authorized to perform by this sub~-
section, if he determines that such consoli-
dation is practicable and will promote more
effective administration. The Administrator
shall utilize the authority under this sub-
section with respect to housing market data
to secure such information and data as may
be required in connection with the functions
of the constituent agencies within the Hous-
ing and Home Finance Agency and his super-
vision and coordination of the functions of
said agencies, and in connection with deter-
minations and approvals under section 15 (7)
(b) (ii) and section 156 (8) (a) of the United
Btates Housing Act of 1987, as amended:
Provided, That this sentence shall not be
construed as a limitation upon the authority
conferred upon the Administrator by this
subsection.

“(b) Prepare and submit to the President
and to the Congress estimate: of national
U /ban and rural nonfarm housing needs and
reports with respect to the progress being
made toward meeting such needs, and corre-
late and recommend proposals for such ex-
ecutlive action or legislation as may be neces-
sary or desirable for the furtherance of the
national housing objective and policy es-
tablished by this act, with respect to urban
and rural nonfarm housing, together with
such other reports or information as may be
required of the Administrator by the Presi-
dent or the Congress.

“(c) Encourage localitles to make studies
of their own housing needs and markets,
along with surveys and plans for housing,
urban land use and related community de-
velopment, and provide, where requested and
needed by the localities, technical advice and
guidance in the making of such studies, sur-
veys, and plans. To facilitate the coopera-
tion of Federal agencies in carrying out such
studles or surveys, such Federal agencies are
hereby authorized to accept funds and re-
imburse their appropriation for the cost of
such studies or surveys.

“Sec. 302. In carrying out research and
studies under this title, the Administrator
shall utilize, to the fullest extent feasible,
the available facilities of other departments,
independent establishments, and agencies of
1. 2 Federal Government, and shall consult
with, and make recommendations to, such
departments, Independent establishments,
and agencies with respect to such action as
may be necessary and desirable to overcome
existing gaps and deficiencies in available
housing data or in the facilities available for
the collection of such data. The Adminis-
trator is further authorized, for the purposes
of this title, to undertake research and
studies cooperatively with industry and la-
bor, and with agencies of State or local gov-
ernments, and educational institutions and
other nonprofit organizations. For the pur-
pose of entering into contracts with any
State or local public agency or instrumen-
tality, or educational institution or other
nonprofit agency or organization, in carrying
out any research or studies authorized by
this title, the Administrator may exercise
any of the powers vested in him by section
502 (c) of the Housing Act of 1948,

“Sec. 803. There are hereby authorized to
be appropriated such sums as may be neces-
sary to carry out the purposes of this title,

“Sec. 304. The Administrator shall appoint
a Director to administer the provisions of this
title under the direction and supervision of
the Administrator, and the basic rate of
compensation of such position shall be the

~same as the basic rate of compensation estab-
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lished for the heads of the constitutent
agencies of the Houslng and Home Finance
Agency.”

Trrre V—VETERANS' PREFERENCES

Bec. 501. The United States Housing Act of
11937. as amended, is hereby amended as fol-
ows:

(a) By adding the following new subsection
to section 10:

“(g) Every contract made pursuant to this
act for annual contribufions for any low-
rent housing project shall require that the
public housing agency, as among low-income
Tamilies which are eligible applicants for oc-
cupancy in dwellings of given sizes and at
specified rents, shall extend the following
preferences in the selection of tenants:

“First, to families which are to be dis-
placed by any low-rent housing project or by
any publle slum-clearance or redevelopment
project initiated after January 1, 1947, or
which were so displaced within 8 years prior
to making applieation to such public housing
agency for admission to any low-rent hous-
Ing; and as among such families first prefer-
ence shall be given to families of disabled
veterans whose disability has been deter-
mined by the Veterans’ Administration to be
service-connected, and second preference
shall be given to families of deceased veter-
ans and servicemen whose death has been
determined by the Veterans' Administration
to be service-connected, and third preference
shall be given to families of other veterans
and servicemen;

“Second, to families of other veterans and
servicemen and as among such families first
preference shall be given to families of dis-
abled veterans whose disability has been
determined by the Veterans’' Administration
to be service-connected, and second prefer-
ence shall be given to families of deceased
veterans and servicemen whose death has
been determined by the Veterans' Adminils-
tration to be service-connected.”

(b) By addms the following new subsec-
tion to section 2

“(14) The term. ‘veteran’ shall mean a per-
son who has served in the active military or
naval service of the United States at any
time on or after Beptember 16, 1940, and
prior to July 26, 1947, April 6, 19817, and
prior to November 11, 1018, and who shall
have been discharged or released therefrom
under conditions other than dishonorable,
The term ‘serviceman’ shall mean a person
in the active military or naval service of the
United States who has served therein on or
after September 16, 1940, and prior to July
26, 1047, April 6, 1917, and prior to Novem-
ber 11, 1918."

TiTLE VI—Farm HousiNGg

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE BY THE SECRETARY OF
AGRICULTURE

Bec. 601. (a) The Secretary of Agriculture
(hereinafter referred to as the “Secretary”)
1s authorized, subject to the terms and con-
ditlons of this title, to extend financial as-
sistance, through the Farmers Home Admin-
istration, to owners of farms in the United
States and in the Territories of Alaska and
Hawail and in Puerto Rico and the Virgin
Islands, to enable them to construct, im-
prove, alter, repair, or replace dwellings and
other farm hulldl.ngs on their farms, to pro-
vide them, their tenants, lessees, sharecrop-
pers, and laborers with decent, safe, and sani-
tary living conditions and adequate farm
buildings as specified in this title.

(b) For the purpose of this title, the term
“farm” shall mean & parcel or parcels of
land operated as a single unit which is used
for the production of one or more agricul-
tural commodities and which customarily
produces or is capable of producing such
commodities for sale and for home use of a
gross annual value of not less than the

.equivalent of a gross annual value of $400 in

1944, as determine by the Secretary. The
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Becretary shall promply determine whether
any parcel or parcels of land constitute a
farm for the purposes of this title whenever
requested to do so by any interested Federal,
Btate, or local public agency, and his deter-
mination shall be conclusive.

(c) In order to be eligible for the assist-
ance authorized by paragraph (a), the ap-
plicant must show (1) that he is the owner
of a farm which is without a decent, safe,
and sanitary dwelling for himself and his
family and necessary resident farm labor, or
for the family of the operating tenant, lessee,
or sharecropper, or without other farm
buildings adequate for the type of farming
in which he engages or desires to engage; (2)
that he is without sufficient resources to
provide the necessary housing and buildings
on his own account; and (3) that he is un-
able to secure the credit necessary for such
housing and bulldings from other sources
upon terms and conditions which he could
reasonably be expected to fulfill.

LOANS FOR HOUSING AND BUILDINGS ON ADEQUATE
FARMS

Sec. 602. (a) If the Secretary determines
that an applicant is eligible for assistance
as provided in section 601 and that the ap-
plicant has the ability to repay in full the
sum to be loaned, with interest, giving due
consideration to the income and earning ca-
pacity of the applicant and his family from
the farm and other sources, and the mainte-
nance of a reasonable standard of living for
the owner and the occcupants of sald farm,
8 loan may be made by the Secretary to sald
applicant for a period of not to exceed 33
years from the making of the loan with in-
terest at a rate not “o exceed 4 percent per
annum on the unpaid balance of prineipal.

(b) The instruments under which the loan
18 made and the security given shall—

(1) provide for security upon the appli-
cant’s equity in the farm and such additional
security or collateral, if any, as may be found
necessary by the Secretary reasonably to as-
sure repayment of the indebtedness;

(2) provide for the repayment of principal
and interest in accordance with schedules
and repayment plans prescribed by the Sec-
retary; : ;

(3) contain the agreement of the borrower
that he will, at the request of the Secretary,
proceed with diligence to refinance the bal-
ance of the indebtedness through cooperative
or other responsible private credit sources
whenever the Secretary determines, in the
light of the borrower's circumstances, in-
cluding his earning capacity and the income
from the farm, that he is able to do so upon
reasonable terms and conditions;

(4) be in such form and contain such cove-
nants as the Secretary shall prescribe to
secure the payment of the loan with inter-
est, protect the securlty, and assure that the
farm will be maintained in repair and that
waste and exhaustion of the farm will be
prevented.

LOANS FOR HOUSING AND BUILDINGS ON
POTENTIALLY ADEQUATE FARMS

Sec. 603. If the Secretary determines (a)
that, because of the inadequacy of the in-
come of an eligible applicant from the farm
to be improved and from other sources, said
applicant may not reasonably be expected to
make annual repayments of principal and in-
terest in an amount sufficient to repay the
loan in full within the period of time pre-
scribed by the Secretary as authorized in
this title; (b) that the income of the appli-
cant may be sufficiently increased within a
period of not to exceed 56 years by improve-
ment or enlargement of the farm or an ad-
justment of the farm practices or methods;
and (c) that the applicant has adopted and
may reasonably be expected to put into ef-
fect a plan of farm improvement, enlarge-
ment, or adjusted practices or production
which, in the opinion of the Secretary, will
increase the applicant’s income from sald
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farm within a period of not to exceed 5 years
to the extent that the applicant may be ex-
pected thereafter to make annual repayments
of principal and interest sufficient to repay
the balance of the indebtedness less pay-
ments in cash and credits for the contribu-
tions to be made by the Secretary as herein-
after provided, the Secretary may make a
loan in an amount necessary to provide ade-
quate farm dwellings and buildings on said
farm under the terms and conditions pre-
scribed in section 602. In addition, the Sec-
retary may agree with the borrower to make
annual contributions during the said 5-year
period In the form of credits on the borrow-
er's indebtedness in an amount not to exceed
the annual installment of interest and 50
percent of the principal payments accruing
during any installment year up to and in-
cluding the fifth installment year, subject
to the conditions that the borrower's income
is, in fact, insufficient to enable the borrower
to make payments in accordance with the
plan or schedule prescribed by the SBecretary
and that the borrower pursues his plan of
farm reorganization and improvements or en-
largement with due diligence.

This agreement with respect to credits of
principal and interest upon the borrower's
indebtedness shall not be assignable nor
accrue to the benefit of any third party with-
out the written consent of the Secretary and
the Sccretary shall have the right, at his
option, to cancel the agréement upon the sale
of the farm or the execution or creation of
any lien thereon subsequent to the lien given
to the Becretary, or to refuse to release the
lien given to the Secretary except upon pay-
ment in cash of the entire original principal
plus accrued interest thereon less actual cash
payments of principal and interest when
the Secretary determines that the release of
the lien would permit the benefits of this
section to acerue to a person not eligible to
receive such benefits,

OTHER SPECTAL LOANS AND GRANTS FOR MINOR
IMPROVEMENTS TO FARM HOUSING AND BUILD-
INGS
Sec. 604. (a) In the event the Secretary

determines that an eligible applicant cannot

quallfy for a loan under the provisions of
sections 602 and 603 and that repairs or
improvements should be made to a farm

dwelling occupied by him, in order to make"

such dwelling safe and sanitary and remove
hazardg to the health of the occupant, his
family, or the community, and that repairs
should be made to farm buildings in order
to remove hazards and make such buildings
safe, the Secretary may make a grant or a
combined loan and grant, to the applicant
to cover the cost of Improvements or addi-
tions, such as repairing roofs, providing toilet
facllities, providing a convenient and sani-
tary water supply, supplying screens, repair-
ing or providing structural supports, or
making other similar repairs or impove-
ments. No assistance shall be extended to
any one indlvidual under the provisions of
this section in the form of a loan or grant
or combination thereof in excess of $1,000
for any one farm or dwelling or building
owned by such individual, and the grant
portion with respect to any one farm or
dwelling or building shall not exceed $500,
Any portion of the sums advanced to the
borrower treated as a loan shall be secured
and be repayable in accordance with the
principles and conditions set forth in this
title. Sums made avallable by grant may be
made subject to the conditions set out in
this title for the protection of the Govern-
ment with respect to contrlbutions made on
loans by the Secretary.

(b) The Secretary may make loans under
this section and section 603 in accordance
with provisions of the Bankhead-Jones
Farm Tenant Act, as now or hereafter
amended, to any applicant whose farm needs
enlargement or development in order to pro-
vide income sufficient to support decent, safe,
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and sanitary housing and other farm build-
ings, and may use the funds made avail-
able for assistance under this section for
such purposes.

MORATORIUM ON PAYMENTS UNDER LOANS

Sgc. 605. During any time that any such
loan is outstanding, the Secretary is author-
ized under regulations to be prescribed by
him to grant a moratorium upon the pay-
ment of interest and principal on such loan
for so long a period as he deems necessary,
upon a showing by the borrower that due to
circumstances beyond his control, he is un-
able to continue making payments of such
principal and interest When due without un-
duly impairing his standard of living., In
cases of extreme hardship under the fore-
going circumstances, the Secretary is further
authorized to cancel Interest due and pay-
able on such loans during the moratorium,
Should any foreclosure of such a mortgage
securing such a loan upon which a mora-
torium has been granted occur, no deficiency
Judgment shall be taken against the mort-
gagor if he shall have faithfully tried to
meet his obligation.

TECHNICAL SERVICES AND RESEARCH

Szc, 606. (a) In connection with financial
assistance authorized in sections 601 to 604,
inclusive, the Secretary shall require that all
new buildings and repalrs financed under this
title shall be substantially constructed and
in accordance with such building plans and
specifications as may be required by the Sec-
retary. Buildings and repairs constructed
with funds advanced pursuant to this title
shall be supervised and inspected, as may be
required by the Secretary, by competent em-
ployees of the Secretary. In addition to the
financial assistance authorized in sections
601 to 604, inclusive, the Secretary is author-
ized to furnish, through such agencies as he
may determine, to any person, including a
person eligible for financial assistance under
this title, without charge or at such charges
as the Secretary may determine, technieal
services such as building plans, specifications,
construction supervision and inspection, and
advice and information regarding farm dwell-
ings and other buildings. The Secretary is
further authorized to conduect research and
technical studies including the development,
demonstration, and promotion of construc-
tion of adequate farm dwelling and other
buildings for the purposes of stimulating
construction, improving the architectural de-
slgn and utility of such dwellings and build-
ings, utilizing new and native materials,
economies in materials and construction
methods, new methods of production, dis-
tribution, assembly, and construction, with
a vlew to reducing the cost of farm dwell-
ings and buildings and adapting and develop-
ing fixtures and appurtenances for more effi-
clent and economical farm use.

(b) The Secretary of Agriculture shall pre-
pare and submit to the President and to the
Congress estimates of national farm housing
needs and reports with respect to the progress
being made toward meeing such needs, and
correlate and recommend proposals for such
executive action or legislation necessary or
desirable for the furtherance of the national
housing objective and policy established by
this act with respect to farm housing, to-
gether with such other reports or informa-
tion as may be required of the Secretary by
the President or the Congress.

PREFERENCES FOR VETERANS AND FAMILIES OF
DECEASED SERVICEMEN

Sec. 607. As between eligible applicants
seeking assistance under this title, the Sec-
retary shall give preference to veterans and
the families of deceased servicemen, As used
herein, a “veteran” shall be a person who
served In the land or naval forces of the
United States during any war between the
United States and any other natiom and who
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shall have been discharged or released there-
from on conditions other than dishonorable.
“Deceased servicemen" shall mean men or
women who served in the land or naval forces
of the United States during any war between
the United States and any other nation and
who died in service before the termination of
such war.
LOCAL COMMITTEES TO ASSIST SECRETARY

BEc. 608. (a) For the purposes of this sub-
section and subsection (b) of this section,
the Secretary may use the services of any
existing committee of farmers operating
(pursuant to laws or regulations carried out
by the Department of Agriculture) in any
county or parish in which activities are car-
ried on under this title. In any county or
parish in which activities are carrled on
under this title and in which no existing sat-
isfactory committee is avallable, the Secre-
tary is authorized to appoint a committee
composed of three persons residing in the
county or parish. Each member of such ex-
isting or newly appointed committee shall be
allowed compensation at the rate of 85 per
day while engaged in the performance of
duties under this title and, in addition, shall
be allowed such amounts as the Secretary
may prescribe for necessary traveling and
subsistence expenses. One member of the
committee shall be designated by the Secre-
tary as chairman. The Secretary shall pre-
scribe rules governing the procedures of the
committees, furnish forms and equipment
necessary for the performance of their duties,
and authorize and provide for the compensa-
tion of such clerical assistance as he deems
may be required by any committee.

(b) The committees utilized or appointed
pursuant to this section shall examine ap-
plications of persons desiring to obtain the
benefits of this title and shall submit recom-
mendations to the Secretary with respect to
each applicant as to whether the applicant
is eligible to receive the benefits of this title,
whether by reason of his character, ability,
and experience, he is likely successfully to
carry out undertakings required of him under
a loan or grant under this title, and whether
the farm with respect to which the applica-
tion is made is of such character that there
is a reasonable likelihood that the making of
the loan or grant requested will carry out the
purposes of this title. The committees shall
also certify to the Secretary their opinions
of the reasonable values of the farms. The
committees shall, in addition, perform such
other duties under this title as the Secretary
may require.

GENERAL POWERS OF SECRETARY

Sec. 609. (a) The Secretary, for the pur-
poses of this title, shall have the power to
determine and prescribe the standards of
adequate farm housing and other buildings,
by farms or localities, taking into consider-
ation, among other factors, the type of hous-
ing which will provide decent, safe, and sani-
tary dwelling for the needs of the family
using the housing, the type and character of
the farming operations to be conducted, and
the size and earning capacity of the land.

(b) The Secretary may require any recip-
ient of a loan or grant to agree that the
availability of improvements constructed or
repaired with the proceeds of the loan or
grant under this title shall not be a justifi-
cation for directly or Indirectly changing
the terms or conditions of the lease or oc-
cupancy agreement with the occupants of
such farms to the latter's disadvantage with-
out the approval of the Secretary.

ADMINISTRATIVE PROVISIONS
Bec. 610. In carrying out the provisions
of this title, the Becretary shall have the
power to—
(a) make contracts for services and sup-
plies without regard to the provisions of
section 3709 of the Revised BStatutes, as

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

emended, when the aggregate amount in-
volved is less than $300;

(b) enter  into subordination, subroga-
tlon, or other agreements satisfactory to the
Becretary;

(c) compromise clalms and obligations
arising out of sections 602 to 605, inclusive,
of this title and adjust and modify the terms
of mortgages, leases, contracts, and agree=
ments entered into as circumstances may re-
quire, including the release from personal
liability, without payments of further con-
sideration, of—

(1) borrowers who have transferred their
farms to other approved applicants for loans
who have agreed to assume the outstand-
ing indebtedness to the Secretary under this
title; and

(2) borrowers who have transferred their
farms to other approved applicants for loans
who have agreed to assume that portion of
the outstanding indebtedness to the Secre-
tary under this title which is equal to the
earning capacity value of the farm at the
time of the transfer, and borrowers whose
farms have been scquired by the Becretary,
in cases where the Secretary determines that
the original borrowers have cooperated in
good faith with the Secretary, have farmed
in a workmanlike manner, used due dili-
gence to maintain the security against loss,
and otherwise fulfilled the covenants inci-
dent to loans, to the best of their abilities;

(d) collect all claims and obligations
arising out of or under any mortgage, lease,
contract, or agreement entered into pursu-
ant to this title and, if in his judgment nec-
essary and advisable, to pursue the same to
final collection in any court having juris-
diction: Provided, That the prosecution and
defense of all litigation under this title shall
be conducted under the supervision of the
Attorney General and the legal representa-
tion shall be by the United States attorneys
for the districts, respectively, in which such
litigation may arise and by such other at-
torney or attormeys as may, under law, be
designated by the Attorney General;

(e) bid for and purchase at any foreclo-
sure or other sale or otherwise to acquire the
property pledged or mortgaged to secure a
loan or other indebtedness owing under this
title, to accept title to any property so pur-
chased or acquired, to operate or lease such
property for such period as may be necessary
‘or advisable, to protect the interest of the
United States therein and to sell or other-
wise dispose of the property so purchased or
acquired by such terms and for such con-
siderations as the Becretary shall determine
to be reasonable and to make loans as pro-
vided herein to provide adequate farm dwell-
ings and buildings for the purchasers of such
property;

(f) utilize with respect to the indebted-
ness arising from loans and payments made
under this title, all the powers and authorl-
tles given to him under the act approved
December 20, 1944, entitled “An act to au-

- thorize the Secretary of Agriculture to com=-

promise, adjust, or cancel certain indebted-
ness, and for other purposes” (58 Stat. 836),
as such act now provides or may hereafter be
amended;

(g) make such rules and regulations as he
deems necessary to carry out the purposes of
this title.

LOAN FUNDS

Bec. 611, The Secretary may issue notes
and other obligations for purchase by the
Secretary of the Treasury in such sums as
the Congress may from time to time deter-
mine to make loans under this title not in
excess of $25,000,000 on and after July 1, 1949,
an additional $50,000,000 on and after July 1,
1950, an additional $75,000,000 on and after
July 1, 1951, and an additional $100,000,000
on and after July 1, 1852. The notes and
obligations issued by the Secretary shall be
secured by the obligations of borrowers and
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the Secretary’s commitments to make con-
tributions under this title and shall be re-
pald from the payment of principal and in-
terest on the obligations of the borrowers
and from funds appropriated hereunder,
The notes and other obligations lssued by
the Secretary shall be in such forms and de-
nominations, shall have such maturities, and
shall be subject to such terms and conditions
as may be prescribed by the Secretary with
the approval of the Secretary of the Treasury.
Buch notes or obligations shall bear interest
at a rate determined by the Secretary of the
Treasury, taking into consideration the cur-
rent average rate on outstanding marketable
obligations of the United States as of the last
day of the month preceding the issuance of
the notes or obligations by the Secretary.
The Secretary of the Treasury is authorized
and directed to purchase any notes and other
obligations of the Secretary issued hereunder
and for such purpose is authorized to use as
a public debt transaction the proceeds from
the sale of any securities issued under the
Becond Liberty Bond Act, as amended, and
the purposes for which securities may be
issued under such act are extended to include
any purchases of such obligations. The Sec-
retary of the Treasury may at any time sell
any of the notes or obligations acquired by
him under this section. All redemptions,
purchases, and sales by the Secretary of the
Treasury of such notes or obligations shall
be treated as public debt transactions of the
United States.
CONTRIBUTIONS

Bec. 612. In connectlon with loans made
pursuant to section 603, the Secretary is au-
thorized, on and after July 1, 1949, to make
commitments for contributions aggregating
not to exceed $500,000 per annum and to
make additional commitments, on and after
July 1 of each of the years 1950, 1951, and
1952, respectively, which shall require addi-
tional contributions aggregating not more
than $1,000,000, 1,500,000, and $2,000,000 per
annum, respectively.

Sec. 613, There is hereby authorized to be
appropriated to the Secretary (a) such sums
a3 may be necessary to meet payments on
notes or other obligations issued by the Sec-
retary under section 611 equal to (1) the
aggregate of the contributions made by the
Becretary in the form of credits on principal
due on loans made pursuant to section 603,
and (ii) the interest due on a similar sum
represented by notes or other obligations is-
sued by the Becretary; (b) an additional
$1,000,000 pursuant to section 604 on and
after July 1, 1849, which amount shall be
increased by further amounts of $2,500,000,
$4,000,000, and $5,000,000 on July 1, of each
of the years 1850, 1951, and 1952, respectively;
and (c) such further sums as may be neces-
sary to enable the Secretary to carry out the
provisions of this title.

TiTLE VII—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
ADVISORY COMMITTEES

Bec. 701. The Housing and Home Finance
Administrator may appoint such advisory
committee or committees as he may deem
necessary in carrying out his functions, pow-
ers, and duties, under this or any other act.
Bervice as a member of any such committee
shall not constitute any form of service or
employment within the provisions of sec-
tions 281, 283, or 284 of title 18 United States
Code.

AMENDMENTS OF NATIONAL BANKING ACT

Sec. 702. (a) The last sentence of para-
graph Seventh of section 5136 of the Revised
Statutes, as amended, is amended by inserting
before the colon, after the words “obligations
of national mortgage associations,” a comma
and the following: “or such obligations of
any local public agency (as defined in sec-
tlon 110 (h) of the Housing Act of 1949) as
are secured by an agreement between the lo-
cal public agency and the Housing and Home
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Finance Administrator in which the loecal
public agency agrees to borrow from said
Administrator, and sald Administrator agrees
to lend to said local public agency, prior to
the maturity of such obligations (which ob-
ligations shall have a maturity of not more
than 18 months), moneys in an amount
which (together with any other moneys ir-
revocably committed to the payment of in-
terest on such obligations) will suffice to pay
the principal of such obligations with in-
terest to maturity thereon, which moneys
under the terms of said agreement are re-
quired to be used for the purpose of paying
the principal of and the interest on such
obligations at their maturity, or such obli-
gations of a public housing agency (as de-
fined in the United States Housing Act of
1937, as amended) as are secured elther (1)
by an agreement between the public housing
agency and the Public Houslng Administra-
tion in which the public housing agency
agrees to borrow from the Public Housing
Administration, and the Public Housing Ad-
ministration agrees to lend to the public
housing agency, prior to the maturity of
such obligations (which obligations shall
have a maturity of not more than 18
months), moneys in an amount which (to-
gether with any other moneys irrevocably
committed to the payment of interest on
such obligations) will suffice to pay the prin-
cipal of such obligations with interest to
maturity thereon, which moneys under the
terms of sald agreement are required to be
used for the purpose of paying the principal
of and the interest on such obligations at
their maturity, or (2) by a pledge of annual
contributions under an annual contributions
contract between such public housing agency
and the Publlc Housing Administration if
such contract shall contain the covenant by
the Public Housing Administration which is
authorized by subsection (b) of section 22
of the United States Housing Act of 1937,
as amended, and if the maximum sum and
the maximum period specified in such con-
tract pursuant to sald subsection 22 (b)
shall not be less than the annual amount
and the period for payment which are requi-
site to provide for the payment when due of
all installments of principal and interest on
such obligations.”

(b) Section 5200 of the Revised Statutes,
as amended, is amended by adding at the
end thereof the following:

*(11) Obligations of a local public agency
(as defined in section 110 (h) of the Housing
Act of 1949) or of a public housing agency (as
defined in the United States Housing Act of
1937, as amended) which have a maturity
of not more than 18 months shall not be
subject under this section to any limitation,
if such obligations are secured by an agree-
ment between the obligor agency and the
Housing and Home Finance Administrator
or the Public Housing Administration in
which the agency agrees to borrow from the
Administrator or Administration, and the
Administrator or Administration agrees to
lend to the agency, prior to the maturity of
such obligations, monies in an amount which
(together with any other monies irrevocably
committed to the payment of interest on
such obligations) will suffice to pay the prin-
cipal of such obligations with interest to
maturity, which monies under the .terms
of said agreement are required to be used for
that purpose.”

NATIONAL HOUSING COUNCIL

SEc. 703. The Secretary of Labor or his
designee, and the Federal Becurity Adminis-
trator or his designee, shall hereafter be in-
cluded in the membership of the National
Housing Council in the Housing and Home
Finance Agency.
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AMENDMENTS OF THE GOVERNMENT CORPORA-
TIONS AFPPROPRIATION ACT, 1948, AND THE
GOVERNMENT CORPORATIONS APPROPRIATION
ACT, 1949

Sec. T04. (a) The second proviso in the
paragraph under the heading “Federal Pub-
lic Housing Authority” in title I of the Gov-
ernment Corporations Appropriation Act,
1948, is hereby repealed as of July 1, 1947.

(b) The second proviso in the paragraph
under the heading *“Public Housing Admin-
istration” in title I of the Government Cor-
porations Appropriation Act, 1949, is hereby
repealed as of July 1, 1948,

(c) The first proviso in the paragraph
under the subheading “Public Housing Ad-
ministration” in title II of the Government
Corporations Appropriation Act, 1949, is here-
by repealed,

DEPUTY HOUSING AND HOME FINANCE
ADMINISTRATOR

Sec. T06. The Housing and Home Finance
Administrator shall appoint a Deputy Hous-
ing and Home Finance Administrator, and
the basic rate of compensation of such posi-
tion shall be the same as the basic rate of
compensation established for the heads of
the constituent agencies of the Housing and
Home Finance Agency. The Deputy Admin-
istrator shall act as Administrator during
the absence or disability of the Administrator
or in the event of a vacancy in that office,
and shall perform such other duties as the
Administrator shall direct.

CONVERSION OF STATE LOW-RENT OR VETERANS'
HOUSING PROJECTS

Sec. 706. Any low-rent or veterans’ hous-
ing project undertaken or constructed under
a program of a State or any political sub-
division thereof shall be approved as a low-
rent housing project under the terms of the
United States Housing Act of 1937, as amend-
ed, if (a) a contract for State financial assist-
ance for such project was entered into on or
after January 1, 1948, and prior to January
1, 1950, (b) the project is or can become
eligible for assistance by the Public Housing
Administration in the form of loans and an-
nual contributions under the provisions of
the United States Housing Act of 1937, as
amended, and (c¢) the public housing agency
operating the nroject in the State makes
application to the Public Housing Admin-
istration for Federal assistance for the project
under the terms of the United States Hous-
ing Act of 1937, as amended: Provided, That
loans made by the Public Housing Admin-
istration for the purpose of so converting
the project to a project with Federal assist-
ance shall be deemed, for the purposes of the
provisions of section 9 and other sections of
the United States Housing Act of 1837, to
be loans to assist the development of the
project. Section 503 of the Housing Act of
1948 is hereby repealed.

CENSUS OF HOUSING
Sec. 707. (a) The Director of the Census is

authorized and directed to take a census .

of housing in each State, the District of
Columbia, Hawaii, Puerto Rico, the Virgin
Islands, and Alaska, in the year 1950 and
decennially thereafter in conjunction with,
at the same time, and as a part of the popu-
lation inquiry of the decennial census in
order to provide information concerning the
number, characteristics (including utilities
and equipment), and geographical distribu-
tion of dwelling units in the United States.
The Director of the Census is authorized to
collect such supplementary statistics (either
in advance of or after the taking of such
census) as are necessary to the completion
thereof.

(b) All of the provisions, including penal-
ties, of the act providing for the fifteenth and
subsequent decennial censuses, approved
June 18, 1929, as amended (U. 8. C,, title 13,
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ch. 4), shall apply to the taking of the census
provided for in subsection (a) of this section.

NATIONAL CAPITAL HOUSING AUTHORITY

Sec. 708. Notwithstanding any other pro-
visions of law, the National Capital Housing
Authority is hereby authorized to acquire
sites within the District of Columbia for
low-rent public-housing projects assisted
under the provisions of the United States
Housing Act of 1937, as amended.

DISTRICT OF COLUMEIA PARTICIPATION

SEec. 709. To make available to the District
of Columbia, and to authorize the appropriate
agencies operating therein to accept, the ben-
efits provided by titles I and II of this act,
the District of Columbia Redevelopment Act
of 1045 is hereby amended by renumbering
sectlons 20, 21, and 22 thereof as sections
21, 22, and 23, respectively, and by adding
after section 19 a new section to read as
follows:

“Sec, 20, (a) As an alternative method of
financing its authorized operations and func-
tions under the provisions of this act (in
addition to that provided in section 16 of
this act), the Agency is hereby authorized
and empowered to accept financial assistance
from the Housing and Home Finance Ad-
ministrator (hereafter in this section referred
to as the Administrator), in the form of
advances of funds, loans, and capital grants
pursuant to title I of the Housing Act of 1949,
to assist the Agency in acquiring real prop-
erty for redevelopment of project areas and
carrying out any functions authorized under
this act for which advances of funds, loans,
or capital grants may be made to a local
public agency under title I of the Housing
Act of 1940, and the Agency, subject to the
approval of the District Commissioners and
subject to such terms, covenants, and con-
ditions as may be prescribed by the Adminis-
trator pursuant to title I of the Housing Act
of 1949, may enter into such contracts and
agreements as may be necessary, convenient,
or desirable for such purposes.

“({b) Subject to the approval of the Dis-
trict Commissioners, the Agency is authorized
to accept from the Administrator advances of
funds for surveys and plans in preparation
of a project or projects authorized by this
act which may be assisted under title I of
the Housing Act of 1949, and the Agency is
authorized to transfer to the Planning Com-
mission so much of the funds so advanced as
the District Commissioners shall determine
to be necessary for the Planning Commis-
cion to carry out its functions under this
act with respect to the project or projects
to be assisted under title I of the Housing
Act of 1949.

“{c) The District Commissloners are au-
thorized to include in their annual estimates
of appropriations items for administrative
expenses which, in addition to loan or other
funds available therefor, are necessary for
the Agency in carrying out its functions
under this section,

*“(d) Notwithstanding the limitation con-
tained in the last sentence of section 110 (d)
or in any other provision of title I of the
Housing Act of 1949, the Administrator is au-
thorized to allow and credit to the Agency
such leocal grants-in-ald as are approvable
pursuant to said section 110 (d) with respect
to any project or projects undertaken by the
Agency under a contract or contracts entered
into under this section and assisted under
title I of the Housing Act of 1949. In the
event such local grants-in-aid as are so al-
lowed by the Administrator are not sufficient
to meet the requirements for local grants-in-
aid pursuant to title I of the Housing Act of
1949, the District Commissioners are hereby
authorized to enter into agreements with the
Agency, upon which agreements the Admin-
istrator may rely, to make cash payments of
such deficiences from funds of the District
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of Columbia. The District Commissioners
shall include items for such cash payments
in their annual estimates of appropriations
and there are hereby authorized to be ap-
propriated, out of any money in the Treasury
not otherwise appropriated, the amounts nec-
essary to provide for such cash payments.
Any amounts due the Administrator pursuant
to any such agreements shall be paid
promptly from funds appropriated for such

purpose.

“(e) All receipts of the Agency in connec-
tion with any project or projects financed in
accordance with this section with assistance
under title I of the Housing Act of 1949,
whether in the form of advances of funds,
loans, or capital grants made by the Ad-
ministrator to the Agency, or in the form of
proceeds, rentals, or revenues derived by the
Agency from any such project or projects,
shall be deposited in the Treasury of the
United States to the credit of a special fund
or funds, and all moneys in such special fund
or funds are hereby made available for
carrying out the purposes of this act with
respect to such project or projects, including
the payment of any advances of funds or
loans, together with interest thereon, made
by the Administrator or by private sources
to the Agency. Expenditures from such
fund shall be audited, disbursed, and ac-
counted for as are other funds of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

“(f) With respect to any project or proj-
ects undertaken by the Agency which are
financed in accordance with this section with
assistance under title I of the Housing Act
of 1949—

“(1) sections 3 (f), 8 (k), and 7 (g), and
the last sentence of section 6 (b) (2) of this
act shall not be applicable to those pieces
of real property which, in accordance with
the approved project area redevelopment
plan, are to be devoted to public housing to
be undertaken under Public Law 307,
Seventy-third Congress, approved June 12,
1934, as amended;

*“(2) the site and use plan for the re-
development of the area, included in the re-
development plan of the project area pur-
suant to section 6 (b) (2) of this act, shall
include the approximate extent and locatlon
of any land within the area which is pro-
posed to be used for public housing to be
unde—taken under Public Law 307, Seventy-
third Congress, approved June 12, 1934, as
amended;

“(3) notwithstanding any other provisions
of this act, the agency, pursuant to section
7 (a) of this act, shall have power to trans-
fer to and shall at a practicable time or
times transfer by deeds to the National
Capital Housing Authority those pieces of
real property which, In accordance with the
approved project area redevelopment plan,
are to be devoted to public housing to be
undertaken under Public Law 307, Seventy-
third Congress, approved June 12, 1834, as
amended, and, in accordance With the re-
quirements of section 107 of the Housing
Act of 1949, the National Capital Housing
Authority shall pay for the same out of any
of its funds available for such acquisition.

“(g) It is the purpose and intent of this
sectlon to authorize the District Commis-
sloners and the appropriate agencies operat-
ing within the District of Columbia to do any
and all things necessary to secure financlal
aid under title I, of the Housing Act of 1949,
The District of Columbia Redevelopment
Land Agency is hereby declared to be a local
public agency for all of the purposes of title
I of the Housing Act of 1949, As such a local
public agency for all of the purposes of title
I of the Housing Act of 1949, the agency is
also authorized to borrow money from the
administrator or from private sources as
contemplated by title I of the Housing Act
of 1949, to Issue its obligations evidencing
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such loans, and to pledge as security for the
payment of such loans, and the interest
thereon, the property, income, revenues, and
other assets acquired in connection with
the project or projects financed in accord-
ance with this section with assistance under
title I of the Housing Act of 1949, but such
obligations or such pledge shall not constitute
a debt or obligation of either the United
States or of the District of Columbia.

“{h) Nothing contained in this section or
in any other section of this act shall relieve
the Administrator of his responsibilities and
duties under section 1056 (c) or any other
section of the Housing act of 1949, The Ad-
ministrator shall not enter into any contract
of financial assistance under title I of this act
with respect to any project of the District of
Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency for
which a budget estimate of appropriation
was transmitted pursuant to law and such
appropriation denied after consideration
thereof by the Senate or House of Represent-
atives or by the Committee on Appropria-
tions of either body.”

ACT CONTROLLING

Sec. 710. Insofar as the provisions of any
other law are inconsistent with the provisions
of this act, the provisions of this act shall
be controlling.

SEPARABILITY

Sec. 711. Except as may be otherwise ex-
pressly provided in this act, all powers and
authorities conferred by this act shall be
cumulative and additional to and not in
derogation of any powers and authorities
otherwise existing. Notwithstanding any
other evidences of the intention of Congress,
it is hereby declared to be the controlling
intent of Congress that if any provisions of
this act, or the application thereof to any
persons or circumstances, shall be adjudged
by any court of competent jurisdiction to be
invalid, such judgment shall not affect, im-
pair, or invalidate the remainder of this act
or its applications to other perscns and cir-
cumstances, but shall be confined in its oper-
ation to the provisions of this act or the
application thereof to the persons and cir-
cumstances directly involved in the contro-
versy in which such judgment shall have
been rendered.

GENERAL PROVISIONS

Bec. T12. No part of any appropriation,
loan, fund, or expenditure authorized by or
provided pursuant to this act, shall be used
directly or Indirectly to pay the salary or
wages of any person who engages in a strike
against the Government of the United States
or who is a member of an organization of

‘Government employees that asserts the right

to strike against the Government of the
United States, or who advocates, or Is a mem-
ber of an organization that advocates, the
overthrow of the Government of the United
States by force or violence: Provided, That
for the purposes hereof an affidavit shall be
considered prima facle evidence that the
person making the afidavit has not contrary
to the provisions of this section engaged in
a strlke against the Government of the
United States, is not a member of an or-
ganization of Government employees that
asserts the right to strike against the Gov-
ernment of the United States, or that such
person does not advocate, and is not a mem-
ber of an organization that advocates, the
overthrow of the Government of the United
States by force or violence: Provided further,
That any person who engages in a strike
against the Government of the United States
or who is a member of an organization of
Government employees that asserts the right
to strike agalnst the Government of the
United States, or who advocates, or who is
a member of an organization that advocates,
the overthrow of the Government of the
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United States by force or violence and ac-
cepts employment the salary or wages for
which are paid from any appropriation or
fund contained in this act shall be guilty of
& felony and, upon conviction, shall be fined
not more than £1,000 or imprisoned for not
more than 1 year, or both: Provided jfur-
tner, That the above penalty clause shall be
in addition to, and not in substitution for,
any other provisions of existing law.

Mr. MAYBANEK. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate disagree to the
amendment of the House, request a con-
ference with the House on the disagree-
ing votes of the two Houses thereon, and
that the chair appoint the conferees on
the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. Ma¥y-
BANK, Mr. SpaARKMAN, Mr. DoucrLas, Mr.
FraNDERS, and Mr. CaiN conferees on the
part of the Senate.

FURTHER CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE

INTERNATIONAL CHILDREN'S EMER-

GENCY FUND

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I wish
to submit a unanimous-consent request
with respect to consideration of a meas-
ure which has been reported from the
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations,
but before submitting the request I
should like to state what the bill is. The
bill is H. R. 2785, Calendar No. 593, to
provide for further contributions to
the International Children’s Emergency
Fund. It was reported unanimously by
the Committee on Foreign Relations.
The distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee is now on the floor. All the bill
does is to extend authority for our par-
ticipation in the International Chil-
dren’s Emergency Fund for one addi-
tional year, with the express proviso that
our participation in the fund shall end
at the expiration of the next fiscal year;
and, in addition to that, carrying over
for the next year $17,000,000 of previ-
ously appropriated funds for matching
by other countries should they comply
with the conditions which are required.

The bill is short. It was unanimously
reported by the committee. The Sena-
tor from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER] is
also very much interested in it. The
law expires today. There is only a minor
adjustment necessary to be made be-
tween the Senate and the House. I felt
that the bill should be disposed of today,
and I am sure it will not be controversial,

Mr. President, in order to get the mat-
ter before the Senate, I submit a unani-
mous-consent request for the present
consideration of House bill 2785.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
bill will be stated by title for the infor-
mation of the Senate.

The LecIsLATIVE CLERK. A bill (H. R.
2785) to provide for further contribu-
tions to the International Children’s
Emergency Fund.

Mr. WHERRY. - Mr. President, reserv-
ing the right to object, did I correctly
understand the distinguished Senator
to say that the bill had been reported
by the Senate Foreign Relations Com-
mittee?

Mr. PEPPER. It was reported unan-
imously by the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee with a slight amendment.
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Mr. WHERRY. That is what I was
going to ask about. There is an amend-
ment to the bill?

X . An amendment was
made to the bill by the Committee on
Foreign Relations of the Senate.

Mr. WHERRY. What is the amend-
ment?

Mr. PEPPER. The amendment is the
addition of a new section, as follows:

Sec. 2. Funds appropriated by the second
paragraph of title I of the Foreign Aid Appro-
priation Act, 1949, shall remain avallable

through June 30, 1950.

All that does is to allow the countries
involved one more year in which to match
appropriations already made.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. GEORGE. May I be permitted
to state for the information of the Sen-
ate that the amount actually unexpend-
ed, the unexpended balance, is in the
neighborhood of $12,000,000?

Mr. WHERRY. The bill provides for
no increased appropriation?

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; there is an addi-
tional appropriation of $25,000,000 au-
thorized. Of course, that appropriation
might be made. That would make a
total, in event of the additional appro-
priation, of $37,000,000.

Mr. WHERRY. So that what is being
done here is not only appropriating the
unexpended balance, but adding to it an
authorization of $25,000,000?

Mr. GEORGE. No; extending the au-
thorization. The original authorization
was for $100,000,000, but only $75,000,-
000 was actually expended.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr.
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. PEPPER. 1 yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Imerely want
to corroborate what the Senator from
Florida has said. It is my understand-
ing that the bill merely extends the time
one more year during which the unex-
pended balance of the present appro-
priation, which is between $12,000,000
and $16,000,000, depending on how it is
calculated, may be matched by other
countries in accordance with the formula
in the bill, and that that unexpended
balance may continue during the next
year to be used as it was originally in-
tended to be used.

Mr. GEORGE. To be continued
through June 30, 1950.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Yes. I be-
lieve the cause to be a very worthy one.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded fo consider the bill (H, R.
2785) to provide for further contribu-
tions to the International Children's
Emergency Fund, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Foreign
Relations, with an amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will state the committee amend-
ment.

The LecistATIVE CLERK. On page 2,
after line 3, it is proposed to insert the
following new section:’

Sec. 2. Funds appropriated by the second
parasraph of ;itle I of the Foreign Aid Ap-

Presi-
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propriation Act, 1949, shall remain avallable
through June 30, 1950.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered to be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill (H. R. 2785) was read the
third time and passed.

AUTHORITY TO SIGN EILLS

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, I ask
unarimous consent that the President of
the Senate be authorized to sign duly
enrolled bills following the recess of the
Senate today.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. MYERS. I move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of executive
business.

The moticn was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration
of executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
GraTtH in the chair) laid before the Sen-
ate a message from the President of the
United States submitting the nomination
of Jefferson Caffery, of Louisiana, a for-
eign service officer of the class of career
minister, to be Ambassador Extraordi-
nary and Plenipotentiary to Egypt, which
was referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on
Finance:

Harlan T. Chapman, of Elyria, Ohlo, to be
Assistant Register of the Treasury; and

Harry M. Durning, of New York, N, Y., to
be collector of customs for customs colleec-
tion district No. 10, with headquarters at
New York, N, Y.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further reports of committees, the
clerk will call the Executive Calendar.

THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY

The Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the treaty,
Executive L (81st Cong., 1st sess.), signed
at Washington on April 4, 1949, which
was read the second time, as follows:

TEXT OF NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY

The Parties to this Treaty reafirmed their
faith in the purposes and principles of the
Charter of the United Nations and their de-
sire to live in peace with all peoples and all
governments.

They are determined to safeguard the
freedom, common heritage and clvilization
of their peoples, founded on the principles
of democracy, individual liberty and the rule
of law.

They seek to promote stability and well-
being in the North Atlantic area.

They are resolved to unite their efforts for
collective defense and for the preservation
of peace and security.

They therefore agree toc this North At-
lantic Treaty:

ARTICLE 1

The Partles undertake, as set forth in the
Charter of the United Nations, to settle any
international disputes in which they may be
involved by peaceful means in such a man-
ner that international peace and security,
and justice, are not endangered, and to re-
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frain In their international relations from
the threat or use of force in any manner
inconsistent with the purposes of the United
Nations.

ARTICLE 2

The Parties will contribute toward the fur-
ther development of peaceful and friendly
international relations by strengthening their
free institutions, by bringing about a better
understanding of the principles upon which
these institutions are founded, and by pro=-
moting conditions of stability and well-being.
They will seek to eliminate conflict in their
international economic policies and will en-
courage economic collaboration between any
or all of them.

ARTICLE 3

In order more effectively to achieve the
objectivr - of this Treaty, the Parties sepa-
rately and jointly, by means of continuous
and effective self-help and mutual ald, will
maintain and develop their individual and
collective capacity to resist armed attack.

ARTICLE 4

The Parties will consult together whenever,
in the opinion of any of them, the territorial
integrity, political independence or security
of any of the Parties is threatened.

ARTICLE B

The Parties agree that an armed attack
against one or more of them in Europe or
North America shall be considered an attack
against them all; and consequently they agree
that, if such an armed attack occurs, each
of them, in exercise of the right of individual
or collective self-defense recognized by Ar-
ticle 51 of the Charter of the United Nations,
will assist the Party or Parties so attacked
by taking forthwith, individually and in con-
cert with the other Parties, such action as it
deems necessary, including the use of armed
force, to restore and maintain the security
of the North Atlantic area.

Any such armed attack and all measures
taken as a result thereof shall immediately
be reported to the Security Council. Such
measures shall be terminated when the Se-
curity Council has taken the measures neces-
sary to restore and maintain international
peace and security.

ARTICLE 6

For the purpose of Article 5 an armed
attack on one or more of the Parties is
deemed to include an armed attack on the
territory of any of the Parties in Europe or
North American, on the Algerian depart-
ments of France, on the occupation forces
of any Party in Europe, on the islands under
the jurisdiction of any Party in the North
Atlantic area north of the Tropic of Cancer
or on the vessels or afrcraft in this area of
any of the Parties.

ARTICLE 7

This Treaty does not affect, and shall not
be Interpreted as affecting, in any way the
rights and obligations under the Charter of
the Parties which are members of the United
Nations, or the primary responsibility of the
Security Council for the maintenance of
international peace and security.

ARTICLE B

Each Party declares that none of the in-
ternational engagements now in force be-
tween it and any other of the Parties or any
third state is in conflict with the provisions
of this Treaty, and undertakes not to enter
into any International engagement in con-
flict with this Treaty.

ARTICLE 9

The Parties hereby establish a council, on
which each of them shall be represented,
to consider matters concerning the imple-
mentation of this Treaty. The council shall
be so organized as to be able to meet promptly
at any time. The council shall set up such
subsidiary bodies as may be necessary; in
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particular it shall establish Immediately a
defense committee which shall recommend
measures for the implementation of Articles
3 and 5.

ARTICLE 10

The Parties may, by unanimous agreement,
_invite any other European state in a position
to further the principles of this Treaty and
to contribute to the security of the North
Atlantic area to accede to this Treaty. Any
state so invited may becomc a party to the
Treaty by depositing its instrument of acces-
slon with the Government of the United
Btates of America. The Government of the
United States of America will inform each of
the Parties of the deposit of each such instru-
ment of accession,

ARTICLE 11

This Treaty shall be ratified and its pro-
visions carried out by the Parties in accord-
ance with their respective constitutional
processes, The instruments of ratification
shall be deposited as soon as possible with the
Government of the United States of America,
which will notify all the other signatories of
each deposit. The Treaty shall enter into
force between the states which have ratified
1t as soon as the ratifications of the majority
of the signatories, including the ratifications
of Belgium, Canada, France, Luxembourg,
the Netherlands, the United Kingdom and the
United States, have been deposited and shall
come into effect with respect to other states
on the date of the deposit of their ratifi-
cations.

ARTICLE 12

After the Treaty has been in force for ten
years, or at any time thereafter, the Parties
ghall, if any of them so requests, consult to-
gether for the purpose of reviewing the Treaty
having regard for the factors, then affecting
peace and security in the North Atlantic
area, including the development of universal
as well as regional arrangements under the
Charter of the United Nations for the mainte-
nance of international peace and security.

ARTICLE 13

After the Treaty has been in force for
twenty years, any Party may cease to be a
party one year after its notice of denuncia-
tion has been given to the Government of
the United States of America, which will in-
form the Governments of the other Parties
of the deposit of each notice of denunciation.

ARTICLE 14

This Treaty, of which the English and
French texts are equally authentic, shall be
deposited in the archives of the Government
of the United States of America. Duly certl-
fied copies thereof will be transmitted by
that Government to the Governments of the
other signatories.

In witness whereof, the undersigned pleni-
potentiaries have signed this Treaty.

Done at Washington, the fourth day of
April, 1949,

For the Kingdom of Belgium:

P. H, SPAAR
SILVERCRUYS

For the Kingdom of Denmark:
GUSTAV RASMUSSEN
HeNRIK KAUFFMANN

For France:

BCcHUMAN
H. BONNET
For Iceland:
BJarN1 BENEDIKTSSON
THOR THORS
For Italy:
Brorza
ALBERTO TARCHIANI

For the Grand Duchy of Luxembourg:
Jos BECH
Hucues LE GALLAIS
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For the Kingdom of the Netherlands:
SETIKKER
E. N. Van ELEFFENS
For the Eingdom of Norway:
HALVARD M. LANGE
WiLHELM MUNTHE MORGENSTIERNE
For Portugal:
JOsE CAEIRO DA MATTA
PEpRo THEOTONIO PEREIRA T
For the United Eingdom of Great Britain
and Northern Ireland:
ErNEST BEVIN
OLIvEr FRANKS
For the United States of America:
DEAN ACHESON
I certify hat the foregoing is a true copy
of the North Atlantic Treaty signed at Wash-
ington on April 4, 1949, in the English and
French languages, the signed original of
which is deposited in the archives of the
Government of the United States of America.
In testimony whereof, I, Dean Acheson,
Becretary of State of the United States of
America, have hereunto caused the seal of
the Department of State to be affixed and my
name subscribed by the Authentication Of-
ficer of the said Department, at the city of
Washington in the District of Columbia, this
fourth day of April, 1948.
DEAN ACHESON,
Secretary of State.

[sEAL] By M. P. CHAUVIN,
Authentication Officer.
Department of State. *
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

treaty is open to amendment.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, as I
understand, the intention is to make
the North Atlantic Treaty the unfin-
ished business, and it is not contemplated
that it will be discussed this evening.

Mr. MYERS. That is true.

Mr, DONNELL. Mr. President, is it
contemplated that it will be discussed
tomorrow?

Mr. MYERS. No. There will be no
discussion until Tuesday.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, in
view of the fact that the Senator from
Missouri raised that question, may I in-
quire of the present occupant of the
chair whether or not the resolution
which was adopted yesterday or t.ie day
before relative to the recess and recon-
vening on next Tuesday provides that
when the Senate convenes tomorrow,
which is Friday, it shall convene only
for the purpose of meeting and recess-
ing until the following Tuesday, and that
no business is to be transacted tomor-
row when the Senate reconvenes, except
to recess until Tuesday?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair is advised that that is not included
in the order. It is a question whether
the Senate wishes to meet tomorrow to
consider business.

Mr. MYERS. Mr, President, the Sen-
ate will meet tomorrow. No business will
be transacted, unless Senators desire to
make insertions in the REcorp, and there
is no objection to the requests.

Mr. WHERRY. May we have the full
assurance of the acting majority leader
that there is an agreement that tomor-
row when the Senate convenes no busi-
ness is to be transacted? I do not object
to speeches or insertions in the RECORD,
but I think Senators should understand
now that tomorrow there will be no votes
and that no business will be transacted
other than to meet and recsss until the
following Tuesday.
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Mr. MYERS. I will say to the Senator
from Nebraska that that is the under-
standing. No business will be transacted,
and no votes will be taken.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is it the
desire of the acting majority leader that
the nominations on the Executive Calen-
dar be considered at this time?

Mr, MYERS. Mr. President, I ask that
the nominations on the Executive Cal-
endar be passed over.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations on the Execu-
tive Calendar will be passed over.

RECESS

Mr. MYERS. I move that the Senate
take a recess, in executive session, until
12 o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was agreed to; and (at b
o'clock and 24 minutes p. m.) the Sen-
ate took a recess until tomorrow, Friday,
July 1, 1949, at 12 o'clock meridian.

NOMINATION

Executive nomination received by the
Senate June 30 (legislative day of June
2),1949: .

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

Jefferson Caffery, of Louisiana, a Foreign
Service officer of the class of career minister,
to be Ambassador Extraordinary and Pleni-
potentiary of the United States of America
to Egypt.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
TuurspAYy, JUNE 30, 1949

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera
Montgomery, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Our most gracious Father, we praise
Thee for all the sacred influences of life,
for home with its benedictions, for the
counsel and fellowship of those who are
wise and faithful. We would not walk
alone, but would find strength in ethers,
in those unforgotten spirits which weave
a charm about our souls.

In the constant rush of life, keep us
ever seeking the guidance of prayer and
meditation, thus avoiding a life empty
of spiritual power.

We beseech Thee that with firm steps
and certain hearts we may move reso-
lutely forward, eager to write a new
chapter in the scroll of human freedom.
Heavenly Father, bend low, open Thy
listening ear. We beseech Thee to abide
with our honored Speaker, the leaders,
the Members of Congress, and all others
who associate with them. Keep them
day by day under the wings of Thy love
and mercy in good health and good cheer.
In the name of Him who gave Himself
as a ransom for the world. Amen,

The Journal of the proceedinés of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Miller, one
of his secretaries, who also informed the
House that on the following dates the
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